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WT II —J3^ 3 —(u) 

PART n—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


tTRW HTcFTT % huicImT ( ^ ) Sf^ 3il^VI 3frr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


4 W^, 2003 

^o3ITo 3202.—%^ 

1946 (1946^3lf?^fWT'Ho 25)^ 
^TRI 5 (1) ^ "51^ ^ 

■?«ITW 1946 (1946^3tMwT25) 

^?lTi:T6% 3T^TT«q-3^-FRW%TJf ("Sf^) 

•^-1786/^-1/11/2003l]^o 48-l0/2002/#-3/20 
07-03--2003 ^ TT^ fl^<=hR ^ 

1860 (1860^ -Ho 45 ) ^ tlRT 

420, 467, 468, 471, 120^, 201 % 3m€ % 

■JTtZT ^[RT i<<H413^1^ 

■ 91 ^ ■975 TTt*T Krill 3 K)<)« "^o % Pl^5{I 

TlRo'^to ^5fM, (^crli-'QRo'4to 

TO, 3TOTV HIReil TTo 560/2002%31'^qu|3^ 

1^ 31 w 3T«im 

•Rl^ 3 '^7 ^®*Tt ^ 1 k)^1 ^90^ % 

3305 GI/2003 ( 


fqcnl 

^ 3TtelfW^ f^RlK wt 11 

[Ro 228/59/2003-'ShRTi]^ 
■^MT'STgR, 31^ 

CABINET SECRETARIAT 
New Delhi, the 4th November, 2003 
S.O. ’3202.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with section 6 of 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Aa, 1946 (Act, No. 25 
of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of State 
Government of Madhya Pradesh, Home (Police) 
Department, Bhopal vide Notification No. D -1786/B-I/II/ 
2003/F-48-10/2002/C-3-20, dated 7-3-2003, hereby extends 
the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment to the whole of the State of 
Madhya Pradesh for investigation of Crime No. 560/2002 
registered at M.P. Nagar Police Station M.P Nagar, district, 
Bhopal under sections, 420,467,468,471,120-B and 201 of 
the Indian Penal C^e, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) with regard 
to scam of Rs. 3 Crore invested by Madhya Pradesh Patly^a 
Pustak Nigam in Magnum Income Fund Growth Plan of 
SBI Mutual Fund and attempt, abetment and conspiracies 
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in relation to or in connection with one or more of the 
offences mentioned above and any other offence or 
offences committed in the course of the same transaction 
o r arising out of tiie same facts. 

[F.No. 228/59/2003-DSPE] 
SHUBHA THAKUR, Under Secy. 
-]i 4 W5R, 2003 

•gTo31To 3203 Wm, ^ 

1973 (19"'^ 2) ^ ^ 24 •iMNKI 

( P ) SrtT TRW ^ ^ ■^o'#o 

■*nW 37 Ro-^o-4 (^)/99 

m ^Toq;^-'3iT^o/T3;^o-^^ i/^ feirt) i 

fFtlfra ^ "3^ "3^ 

3^ ■HFT^ 3TT^ '=11# 3r=^ ^ ^-qicm % 

%TT; t I V 

[•^To 225/32/2003-'Sh^?TH 
■^'*Tf3T^, 3PT3[ 

New Delhi, the 4th November, 2003 
S.O. 3203.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by the provision of Sub-section (8) of Section 24 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the 
central Government hereby appoints Sh. D.C. Sarkar, 
Advocate. Kolkata as Special Public Prosecurtor for 
conduct ing prosecution of Case RC-4(S)/99 DLl of CBE 
SCBl-I/New Delhi (regarding the custodial death of Raj 
Kumar Chakroborty) and any other matter connected 
therewith or incidental there to, in the Fast Track Court at 
krishna Nagar, Disll. Nadia, West bengal and also other 
proceedings arising out of the said case in the appellate 
and revision at courts. 

\F. No. 225/32/2003-DSI^] 
SHUBHA THAKUR, Under Secy. 
11 W^, 2003 
3204.—%^^ W4)R tid’c^SRl 
T?! i^'fi 1946 (1946 '3FT 25 ) ^ 

^RI 6 % ’3W qin 5 •^■3TTqRt (1) ^ ^ 

tr-q xryi T-f o 2 20 f^^TPT f^Tl'^ 

29-07 -2003 ITP^T 311^ '51^ 71^ tK=bR W# 

On, y >i ^ "cf 7;^ 

Ti. 84/7003 13-04-2003 T^o 7R 

# ■qo Pd TFT TR 

^ To Pr^TTlt ('STTo'Slo ) 3T^ % fq-o* 

i.'S TVi ^TTTT 258, 259 TRfecT «T1TI 34 % StMH 
i-C'iVi c-TTiTit ^ 

TRfycT W <}'u1 ■Monq^K 

% 3t^5hH ■^* f'Tm; ffT ^3T«RT 

annyf % Rtcnl 


wimi % wfMf ^ vif^4f sfir ^ Rtwk tt»t4 

arrvu^Tm^^FTtft ti 

[TTo 228/59/2001-T5h^?rftfl 
^5^ "3^ sran; 

New Delhi, the 11th November, 2(X)3 
S.Or 3204.—^In exerci^ of the powers conferred 
by Sut^ection (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of 
j^iecud Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act, No. 25 
(]fl946X the Central Gov^nment with the consent of State 
GoverDinent of Andhra Pradesh vide Notificatiem No. G.O. 
Ms. No. 220 Home (SC A) Department dated 29-7-2003 
herdiy extotds the powers and jurisdiction of the inembers 
of theDdhi Special Police Estd>Ushment to the whde of 
the State ^Andhra Pradesh fer investigation of case Crime 
No. 8472003 dated 13-4-2003 icgisteiedatMaitdpalfyPdi^ 
Station, Ifyderabad City, Andhra Pradesh against A. 
\%nkate5war Rao'SA) Shri A. Jogulu R.0 Secunderabad 
(A.P.X A Ram Mohan Rao S/o Shri A. Subramanayam 
R/o Hum (A.P.) and others under sectioiu 258,259 read 
with Section 34 of the Indian Penal Code and attempt, 
abetmmits and cons|Hracies in leUdkm to or in coonection 
with (me ^ mmeof the offonces menrioned above and any 
other offence and (^Does committed in the course of the 
same transaction or arising out of the same fects. 

P.NO.228/59/2001-DSPE] 
^_ SHUBHA THAKUR, Under Secy. 

thiRfd) alk ^fVH Mitldd 

11 2003 

'^o3tro 3205 —Tf^Tfe, TTf^3tFT % 3T3^ 309 % 
-m 3T%T ^ ^ 

(■^f^nr) 1972 ^ Pi *-1101 Pan 

arqht;— 

1 . ( 1 ) ilH Prffllrl ^«ll (^^T) 

TT^IlWTPm, 2003%! 

(2) ^ ^3n3Tt'#li 

2 . RiPtd #4T fWT, 1972 (fep#) 

PPFT 

(i) PRFT 13 ■^, ■ff, 3Sr*5 (^) 

PlHf^fiad Ta»5 Ptj g T i si a \i* \\ , :— 

“(^) (-sr) %'3tT5RTPm 19 

RtRlW ^?i*i ^qi q)1 ff 

(n) 8«Wpl*lHf %Pmi9% 4MPl^H (l)'^,**gBRg 
^ ^ 3n^ ITTRT ^ ^ ^ 

fib'm I 

[TTo 28/19/2001] 
R*T. %. 3TtRM, "3^ Tlf^ (^. "5!^^ 

m< (^uiui vf^THT PtPt (%^ Pm 1972 , 

zf^o^TTo^o 934 mfha 1-4-1972 filTJ 




[*rFTn~-cp»5 3(u)] 


w^.wrsr: 22, 2O03/3raOT>T ^f^92S 


W88 TPP33lW^) 

WT 'iii< H^nHI'H taPFr^ nHwRSRf 

1. ^.3n.U 254 TTT^ 4-2-1989 

2. ^,3TT.U 970 6-5-1989 

3. ^.3RT.U 2467ITR^ 7-10-1989 

4. ^.3TT,U 899 Tn(hsr 14-4-1990 

5. ^.311. U 1454 TIR^ar 26-5-1990 

6. 2329 mda 8-9-1990 

7. ^.afrT.U 3269 Tir&«r 8-12-1990 

8. ^.«rT.U 3270 md«r 8-12-1990 

9. ^.asn.U 3273 Tnftar 8-12-1990 

10. ^.aiT. U 409 ^fRta9-T2-1991 

11. ^.arr.U 464ITRhsil6-2-1991 

12. 2287 Tn^har 7-9-1991 

13. man.U 2740TrR^2-11-1991 

14. m.m.an.u 677 7-12-1991 

15. nr.m.an. n. 39 irrctm 1-2-1992 

16. m.m.an.U 5510^15-2-1992 

17. nT.m.an.n. syooR^i 19-12-1992 

18. m.an.U 258 ITRhsi. 13-2-1993 

19. m.an.u 1673 infhsr 7-8-1993 

20. m.m.an.IT. 449 nrdisr 11-9-1993 

21. m.aTT.n. 1984ITR^ 25-9-1993 

22. m^.an.U 389(3T)11R^ 18-4-1994 

23. m.arr. u.1775 ORtm 19-7-1997 

24. man. n. 259 irrfinr 30-1-1999 

25. m.an.B. 904(ao) 30-9-2000 

26. m.an.n. 717( ao) 27-7-2001 

27. m.an.u 4000nrchsi 28-12-2002 

28. m.an.u 860(atT)tn(^«r 28-7-2003 

MINISTRY OPPERSONNBU PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
ANDPENSIONS 

(Department of Pension and Pensionei^’ Welfare) 

New Delhi, the llthl^Iofveiiiber, 2003 

S.O, 32(|5.—^In exercise of the powers conferred by 
the proviso to article 309 of the Constitidioii, the President 
her^ makes the following rules farther to amend the y 
Central Civil Services (Pension) Rules, 1972, namdyr /, 


L (1). These Rules may be calMthe Centj 
Civil Services Q^ension) 
Ri]les,2003. i 

(2) They shaU conite into foroQ on the dl 

of their publication in ^eOffid 

3. In the Central Civil Services ^ensid 
Rule, 1972(hereinafterreferredtoasthes| 
'tulcs):— 

C) In rule 13, in the second proviso, a4 

clause (b), the following cl|tuse shallj 
inserted, namely:— 

“(c) the provisions of cla^ (b) shj 
\ notl:)e^tic{d>feinAecaseis(tfaxmi| 

^ (tfnulit^servtee for civil p^mstoniin^ 

rule 19”; 

in rufo 19.of the said rulesjj in sub>rt 
\ (1), the words “after attainiiig the a^e 

\ ei^teenycars” shall be oniiitti^ 

[No. 28/19/2OOPP&*fW0 
M.K. AGARWAL, Dy. 

Foot note :*—The C^tial Civil Services (Po^Moj 
Rules, 1972 were published as S.0.9| 
d!ated 1*44972. Thefourth^tioinofl 
r^tes corrected up to July, 19ft8 
i juft^itedintheyear 1988. ThpRuldswi 
\ sub&equendy amended v/d!epepai\tni< 
of Pension A Pensionetii' WClflj 
notifiautions given below:— 


S.No. 

Nodftc^c^Nb. 

Date 

1. 

S.aN6.2fi4 iA 

4-2-1989 

Z 

S.OjN<v97^ ’ ^ 

6-5-1989 

3. 

&0. No. 2467 

7.10-1989 

4. 

S.d».l'fo.899 

144-1990 

5. 

S.dlth. 14M 

26-5-1990 

6, 

S.d).Na23Z9 • 

8^9-1990 

7. 

si). No. 3269 

^12-1990 

8 

mimmp 

^12-1990 

9 

m No. 3273 

8-i:J>-1990 

10. 

'S.b.No.409 

9-12-1991 

11. 

S.b.No.464 

16-2-1991 


Uy S.^D.No.2287 
1?/ S.p.Nb. 2740 
h|i. «®No.d77 

k <^^^.5$ 

IT GSlNc).5k 

18. S.(^tN6.258 

19. S.O'.No. 1673 

20. GSllNo.449 

21. S.O.N 0 .1984 

22. GSlNo. 389(E) 

23. S.£^Nal775 

24. S.ipiNo.259 

25. S.<b.|4o.904CE) 
2^ S,(kNb. 717(E) 


7.J9-199I 

2-11-1991: 

7-12-1991 

I- 2-1992 
15-2-1992 
19^12-1992 
13-2-1993 
7-8-1993 

II- 9-1*993 
25-9-1993 
184-1994 
19-7-1997 
30-1-1999 
30-9*2000 
27-7-2001 
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27. S,O.No.4000 28-12-2002 

28. S O. No. 860(E) 28-7-2003 

t^frT 

M 10 2003 

^o^Tfo 3206,--‘»IKcfl^ 

3Tf%Tl%^, ■1959 (l959^38)^«TfTr26-^-5rqtTO(2'^)% 
TTWcrfgcr ^iTU 25 (1) 

^ ^ ^<<=w<, hrcTt^ ^ 

•qniT?f TTi^, ^ 

Tflrfm ^ 

fq^ClWT ft) ■q^-TFT <=biqfdq, FfTWR■^' 

^fteK) % ' $1^ 3W 

% 37fir^>Td % ■^ '^’ <iH=b) W, 3TW 

OTT^ cT^, ^ FT^ "qF^ ■^, F^ 

t ^ -^TWH 3Tf^^ %%IF?q?T 

[^. FT. 8 / 6 / 2002 -'^ 3 T)-I] 
>3T^FTf^ 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Economic Affairs) 
(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 10th October, 2003 
S.O. 3206.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (cb) of sub-section (1) of Section 25 read with sub¬ 
section (2A) of Section 26 of the State Bank of India 
(SubsidiaiT Banks) Act, 1959 (38 of 1959), the Central 
Government, after consultation with the Reserve Bank of 
India, hereby nominates Shri R J. Shah, presently Secretary, 
Associate Bank Officers Association Unit, State Bank of 
Saurashtra (posted as a Manager, C&I, HO Bhavnagar) as 
Officer Employee Director on the Board of State Bank of 
Saurashtra for a period of 3 years from the date of 
notification or until his successor has been nominated or 
till he ceases to be an officer of State Bank of Saurashtra, or 
until furt her oiders, w hichever is tlie earliest, provided that 
he shall not hold office continuously for a period of 
exceeding six years. 

[F. No. 8/6/2002-BO-ri 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 
(TPiP3Wm) 

3Tlt9T 

M 23 37^^, 2003 
•gRToarro 3207 .FOT^rftrfwr, i899 (1899 

^2)'^^TlFr9‘q))”3:TTTFT ( 1) (T3) &KI 

^ -5fzffTT ^ W«bK IfciqSiil 311^.^.311^.^.^. 


6ti<a '5 'Sik 

^ ^ ft41%?t FePT 3qr^ ^1F% ^ 3?5*# 

wi,wt ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^qi<rflFf w w, -q^ wm ^ % 

3T^f^ 3FTFTT, 2003) 

■qF FT2F*T % «FtF’^ THTfI ^ I 

[^. 36/2003-FeFT-'qq.FT. 33/48/2003-^.“^.] 
3TTF.'^. ^swsi, 3FTF Flf^^ 

(Department of Revenue) 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2003 
STAMPS 

) S.O. 3207.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 

clause (b) of sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Indian 
Stamp Act, 1899 (2ofl899)the Central Governmenthereby 
permits ICICI Bank Limited, Baroda to pay consolidated 
stamp duty of rupees two crore fifty seven lakh thirty four 
thonisflnd one hundred thirteen only charget^le on account 
of the stamp duty on unsecured redeemable Bonds (August, 
2003 Issue) in the nature of debentures aggregating to 
n^)ees fiiree hundred forty three crore twdve lakh and 
fifteen thousand only, to be issued by the said Bank. 

[No. 36/2003-STAMP-F.No. 33/48^003^ 
R. G. CHHABRAi Undfr Sety. * 
(^t^^rni) 

•Ff 27 31^^, 2003 
^o3TTo 3208.—3 TM¥t*T, 1925 (1925 
^ 19^) ■^fftwcrs^'^qnTTi (3) wrt iPitr “SFr iptRt 

. ^ ^ FTtqfjR FinN^FiFqm 

•q^lFTFIF 3T^[H«rFT tts 

[ft. 4(1)-FTF*TT-V/95(I)] 
^rtK, “3^ FTf^ 
(Department Expenditure) 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 
S.O. 3208.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 8 of the Provident Funds Act, 
1925 (19 of 1925), the Central Goyemmeirt hereby adds to 

the list of institutions specified in the Sch^ule to die smd 
Act, the following institutioii, namely :— 

“National Centre for Antarctic and Ocean Research 

Goa”. 

[No.4(l>EV/95(I)] 
MANISH KUMAR, Dy. Secy, 
•qf 27 3T^^, 2003 
■^oSTTo 3209.—1925 (1925 
q5n9^)^«nFr8qft‘3q-<Tm(2) sw 

^ fq ^?[ ^ t % ^ 
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(«rRr 6^ ^ ^s«b<) ■a^Ri ^ '^f 

(qptl^vi ^eiN (T^TnrTWR3T5^Nnt5 

-ntqr^ W sfirarfifir ^ 

[u 4( 1 )-^ET^-V/95(n)] 
'^nr ^f^«i 

New Delhi, the 27A October, 2003 

S.O. 3209.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-sectien (2) of Section 8 of the Provident Funds 
Act, 1925 (19 <rf 1925), the Central Government her^ 
directs that the provisions of the said Act (except Section 
6 A) shall apply to the Provident Fund est^lisl^ for the 
ben^tof the ei]:q)loyees ofthe National Centre for Antarctic 
and Ocean Research Goa. 

P^.4(l)-EV/95(n)] 
MANISH KUMAR, Dy. Secy. 

M fWt, 27 asT?^, 2003 

^o3iro 3210.“Sf«t^ afffirf^nT, 1925 (1925 
^ 19^) ^ ^ 8 ^ (3) ^TTiW 

Ipl fHHfo ifera wtpt 

4>l '*trR ^ «iKnl %, :— 

[U4(l)-^-V/95(I)] 

'aPT 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 

S. O. 3210.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
Sub>section (3) of Section 8 ofthe Provident Funds Act, 

1925 (19 of 1025), the Central Government hereby adds to 
the list of institutions specified in the Schedule to the said 
Act, the following institution, namely:— 

“Indian National Centre for Ocean Information 
Services, Ifyderabad” 

[No.4(l)^V/95(I)] 
MANISH KUMAR, Dy. Secy." 

27 2003 

^o3ffo 3211.--Mf^NV3TfiirfWT, 1925 (1925 
■*BI19^)^«IRr8^'3:^-«IRT(2)^MW 

t % w gtfitPm 

% < «im 6^ ^ asrfiirf^^nT ^ 

i 

[u 4( 1 )-'^-EV/95(n)] 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 

S.O. 3211.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (2) of Section 8 of the provident Funds 
Act, 1925 (19 of 1925), the Central Government her^ 
directs that the provisions of the said Act (except Section 


6A) shall apply to the Provident Fund established for the, 
benefit of the employees ofthe Indian National Centre for 
Oc^an Information Services, Hyderabad. 

INo.4{lpEV/95(II)]’ 
MANISH KUMAR, Dy.. Secy. 
27 aR^^, 2003 

3212.—1925 (1925 
^ 19^) ^ «iRr 8 ^'arqr «iRr (3) SKI »<;« ^rTwf 
^ ftr, ^< r <(s i u f» T Hfo f fb r fl tiHa iftr y 

1BT -iiM ««w «t>l ^iipKn %, :— 

[U 4( 1 )-'?h*lI“EV/95(I)] 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 
S.O. 3212.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-s^on (3) of Section .8 of the Provident Funds 
Act, 1925 (19 of1925), the Central Gtoverninent heid^ adds 
to the list of institutions specified in the Scherhile to the 
said Act, the following institution, namety:— | 

“National Institute of Ocean Technology, Chennai” j 

(No.4(l>£V/95(I)] 
MANISHKUMAR, Dy.Secy.j 
27 aR?I^, 2003 j 

^oSITo 3213.—aRftrfwT, 1925 (1925 
^19#)^^8^’anT ^ (2) SKI H<;tl 

W<«bH m!*;SKI aRf^rfWT 

(«iRr 6* * ^te^) w aRfti^m ^ aR^^ 

% ^ 

[44(1 )-4p 1I-EV/95( n )]; 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 

S.O. 3213.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (2) of Section 8 of the Provident Funds 
Act, 1925 (19 1925), the Central Government hereby 

directs that the provisions of the said Act (except section 
6A) shall E^ply to the Provident Fund establish^ for the 
benefit ofthe enq>loyees of the National Institute of Oceani 
Technology, (Dhennai. 

[No.4{l>EV/95(IDJ 
MANISH KUMAR, Dy. Secy.j 
( tMW PlM\*\ ) j 

U^lHI 4)t 

2003 

^o3iro 3214.—^ "aiFPBld % ■®lf ^ 

aRf^J^ f^Fqi'anmt K<4> R 196 J 

% fWT 2^% Wl 43^ aRFTO aRf^rf^m, 19^1 ^ 
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10(23^) 2002-2003, 2003-2004 

«flT 2004-2005 % ^ % (3) ^ 

11 

2. ^ ;— 

(i) <3fTR^ f w n etdl , 1962 % 
1%^2^5%’ffTST^Tf^3TPm3Tf^^ 1961 ^ 
^10(23^) 

(ii) ^rfro -q^ 
WT/dfl?i)fj|ch <iHshM :— 



frqwcrft, I962%fqqqz5‘%^f^(7)^ 
w <^^ichR ^ lamf qft 

Tct^ <^<ini "t, 

(■q) 3TRmf4qHiqd1, 1962 2^ %'3qfWT 

( 7 ) IRT W ^ ^ 

qRcn 11 

3. 3T^Rtf^^?R/3Mfw-3WTt :-- 

^TRcT %TRjqfq, ^ 

wm %fm5qq qjRqt % 

fwRH, aTRi -sr^, 

qjqfeqr, 31^, 

Hm^, i^, jmm, irfwTT^ 'sm 

^ (T^) ^ (qfrqqt) ^ qfNq 

#qT3ff 3RR qR^ % %T^ dTFft 
Rft#5nT37f % %T^ ftcTTW ^ q?f H 
%fq^l (qq.R. 205/31/2002-3qwf^.-(II)] 

4. ’q?'3T^fRt^^'?raf%3Tt5qt?Ht% 
sTFm^rfqf^, 1961 q?tqro80^q7(4) (n) 
%^qqqf%3T5?TRf^^31-iTT4, 2004^3T«iqT 

^ ^tqR ^ qRqr m^r 

qRmt 1 

[3#RJ^7i. 277/2003mR. 205/31/2002-3TTqqR'pT.-II] 
RTftqr'^qn, fq^?rqr (^qq^R-Pr.-n) 
(Department of Revenue) 

CENTRAL BOARD OFDIRECTTAXES 
New Delhi, the 5th November, 2003 

S.O. 3214.—It is notified for general information 
that enterprise/industrial undertaking, listed at para (3) 
below has been approved by the Central Government for 


thepuiposeofsoctiQnl()(23G)aftheIiiC(m)&4axAct, 1961, 
read with rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962, for the 
assessment years 2002-2003,2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 

2. The approval is subject to the condition that:— 

CD the enterprise/industrial undertaking will 
conform to and comply with the provisions of 
section 10(23G)cftheInooiiie-tax Act, 1961, read 
with rule 2E cf the Income-tax Rulei^ 1962; 

Ob the Central Government shall withdraw 
this approval if the emterprise/industrial 
undertatogT=-~ 

(a) ceases to cany on infinistilieture&cility; or 

(b) fails to maintain books of account and get 
such accounts audited an accountant 
as required by sid>rule (7) of rule 2E ofthe 
Income^ Rules, 1962;t^ 

(c) fails to fitmish the audit rqx)rt as required 
by sob-rule (7) of rule 2E ofthe Income-tax 
Rules, 1962. 

3. The enterprise/industrial undertaking prov¬ 
ed is:— 

M/sRdiance(EnfocommLtd. Ahmedabad for their 
projects of providing Basic Telephone Services in 
17 telecom drcles [immefy Andaman & Nicobar, Andhra 
Pradesh, Bihar, Delhi, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, 
Karnataka, Korala, N^dhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Orissa, 
Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh (East), Uttar 
Pradesh (West) and West Bengal] and intematmnal long 
distance services as per agreements between Preadent of 
India, acting through Director (BS), Department of 
Telecommunication and thea^licant company (F. No. 205/ 

31/2002—rrA-n). 

4. The ^roval is subject to the conditiem that the 
undertaking starts providing telecommiuucatkifi servkes 
on or before the 3 Ist d^ of March, 2004, as per provisions 
of Section 801 A(4Xii) of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

[Notification No. 277/2003/F.No. 205/31/2002/ITA. nj 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Diiector(ITA-II) 

7q«FqT, 2003 
I ( 31BRIT ) 

3215.“WTRT'3rFTOrii%foT^-qf 

fq>qi qnqr %q\ srt warq qh 

UM % RRA StqrfV % forq 3Tiqq5T 1962 

%foqri 6 % MW Mfofl aqqqR aqfrifqqR, i96i q»t qm 35 ^ 
■sqqrod) %^(ii) M%3Rnfq 

% ®iqbT fqjqiriqi'i^ :— 

(i) gr^riqn^i 4q) ' <H i 4f 

^73n qfoqf q5T T^st-T^snq qst’h; 


[MPTII—3(ii)] 


22, 2003/3ni^nW 1, 1925 


(ii) 

31 ^ 3wm -s^ ^ aftr 

^MPwt sTj^mpT 'm' ^ 

Cl«, 1scT^“110016 ^ 'nVfl; 

39 

(iii) 4ii«PK 

1^wN^ fqq<»fl *{\ 

%s»(fi|ft<Rl tl«l MOftifl 

iil?r Twr 3n% arjwtiH ^i4«*»<!HmX I^tr^ 1^ 

aUTPR 3 T WqR , 1961 35 ^ 

{1) % 3Rrf?I ^ WT ^ ^ ■^* 

3nq T^ ww-sni^ ^ ^ ^rHst ^ ^ T^ap 3rf^ 

«*ip»i 'RC'bfPsiflfjK ^Kr\ C"^) '!HI*<«b<H5lPl^Jfl<i(> 
(^) 10liTfe5»35lt,-qT^7l^,^;^R^ 

(■Qi) ^rf^q, ^^iPi^b 1^^* '3?Wi)Pi«i) 'St^R^ftvrr 
w Cn) Pi^yi^ih (^) 

^ q4 31 3CR^^3!rawi^3R^'M^5R5^ 

_i_ 

J^M ^ Hiq [^4, 

1. A^ ^TFR^ W^JfH 1-4-2000% 

J^, ■*TR% ^ 5lf^<i^, 31-3-2003 

^f^rR#5T, aT{R?;nsrn;-380006 

%ir'an% 3n«iaR3TT^/3mRB^ft^^^ % 

*1|t*iq % ^*5^ ^ I 

H^ilwi % 1^ 31T^^;!T-TJ “a^ #f 3rfw flfMfl, 

^qj.ilnqv^'a?l«ilp|«h %3ft 

I 

279/2003m.%. 203/45/2001-3TFraFCf%.-II] 
%ThlTTr^, (3TFmf^.-II) 
New Ddhi, the 7th November, 2003 
(INCOME TA?0 

S.O. 3215.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organisation mentioned below has 
been approved by the Central (jovernment for the period 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (ii) of Sub¬ 
section (1) of S^on 35 of the Income tax Act, 1961, read 
with Rule 6 of the Income taxRules, 1962 under thecate^iy 
“Institution” subject to the following conditions:— 

(i) The notified Institution shall maintain separate 
books of accounts for its research activities; 

(ii) The notified Institution shall furnish the Annual 
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Return of ite Sciaitific research actives to 
Secretaiy, Department of Scientific « hid 
Research, *7bchn(^ogyBhawan\ NeiwM 
#oad, Newl>d]!d-ll(X)16 fin every financial 
on or befiire 31st h^ of each year; 

Oil) The notified Inanition shaU subnet, on bdialf 
of the Central Government, to (a) the Directe r 
Genei3lofInooihetax(&temptkmsX lOKfidcDetoii 
Ro«i SthFlooi; (2alciffla-70(X)71 (b)the Secretai; r. 
Department of Scientific & Industrial Researd ^ 
and(c) theCjonunissknerof Inooine 
of Income tax (Exmi^ons) havingjorisdictki i 
over the organisation, on or before ths 
31st October each year, a ctqiy of its audito ] 
Annual Accounte and also a copy of auditai 

/ Income&B79^iditUTe Account in reflect of lit 

research activities for which exeiaption wa a 
grsu^uiuka’Sub-section(l)(tf Se^on35tif 
Income tax Act, 196Un addition to the return of 
incmne tax to the designated assessing officei: 


SI. 

No. 

Name of thd organisation 
approved 

^Hiod for which | 
^IHoficttionis | 
effective j 

1. 

M/s. Nagri Eye Research 

1-4-2000 to ! 


Foundation Trust, C.H. 

^-3-2dD3 


Nagri Eye Hospital, 



EUisbridge, 



Ahmedabad-380006 

---L 


Note : The notified institution is advised to apply ii 
triplicate as well in advance for renewal of th i 
approval, to the Central Government through th 9 
Commissioner of Income tax/Director of Incom 9 
tax (Exentotions) having jurisdiction. Three copio a 
of the application for renewal of approval sha 1 
also be sent directly to the Secretary, Depanmefl t 
of Scientific and hidustrial Research. 

[Notification No. 279/2003/F.No. 203/45/200 l-ITA l| 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (TTA-li 


fewil, 7 2003 

() 

^o 3 tro 3216 .— 

■aiRTT % % ^ ^ "3^1^ 

■'HR tii+1^ aRnf^n 196^ 

6 Ai HfcJd 3TFT^ 1961 RTO 35 ^(1 

■^RRRT (I) (ii) ‘‘'riR'** 

fiHRlfbra :— 

(i) aifirqfiRT 

arm RfNf RH'tts-TtsnR 
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to the Secretary, Department of Scientific & 
Industrial Research, Technology Bhawan’, New 
Mehrauli Ro^ New Delhi*l 10016 for every 
financial year on or before 31st May of each 
year; 

Oil) The notified Association shall submit, on behalf 
of the Central Government, to (a) the Director 
GenetalafIiiconie1ax(Exen?)tkmsX lOMddlctoii 
Row, SthFloOT, Calcutta-700071 (b) me Secretary, 
Dqiartment of Scientific & Industrial Research, 
and the Commissioner of Income taitDirectm 

ofln^me tax (Exemptions) havflig jurisdiction 
over the organisation, on or before the 31st 
October each year, a copy of its audited Annual 
Accounts and also a copy of audited Income & 
Expenditure Account in respect of its research 
activities for which exen^ition was granted under 
Sub-secti<m (1) of Section 35 of Income tax Act, 
1961 in addition to the return of income tax to 
the designated assessing officer. 



n.<;4 31 


^ 110016 

(lii) ^ ^ ^ 

ciiFf^h 

cT«tT 3T^tTR <=bl4=hdlMX 
3TFr^ 1961 ^ 35 ^ WTTO 

(1) % ^ ^ 

^1F7 TT^ '^731 'ft 11^ irift 

(^) 10 rHrs<H<nft, =hd<=hTil 700071 

(73) 

w (Tj) 3Ti^/3TPTO C'^) 

^■5Rft3r-5fft31 •^ft 

ri. 3Tf%r?3^Tr'iFftt 

1. wtTPT, 1-4-2001 ^ 

7-1-27 ^IFftcft^, 31-3-2004 

t^TRT^-500016, 3lft?T 

f^Tquft ;—■^TTcft^ •ST^'ft^ 

^ 3TFm 31T^/3Trq^ (^) % 

^ #T ^rlTFn Tii^, 
3ft7 aftritfw 34^^ l^'TFT ritft ft# 

2innft| 

278/2003m.ri, 203/5/2002-3TFm fft.-II] 

•riftftrTT<n, (3TFmfft.-II) 
Neiv Delhi, the 7th November, 2003 

(INCOME TAX) 

S.O, 3216.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organisation mentioned below has 
been approved by the Central Government for the period 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (ii) of Sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 35 of the Income lax Act, 1961, read 
with Rule 6 of the Income tax Rules, 1962 under the category 
“Association" subject to the following conditions :— 

(i) Tl ic notified Association shall maintain separate 
books of accounts for its research activities; 

(ii) dhe notified Association shall furnish the 
Annual Return of its scientific research activities 


SL 

No. 

Name of die organisation 
approved 

Period for which 

notificati<mis 

effective 

1. 

M/s. Dr. Reddy’s Research 

M-2001to 


Foundation, 

31-3-2004 


7-1-27, Ameerpet, 



Hyderabad-500016 A.P. 



Note : The notified Association is advised to apply in 
triplicate as well in advance for renewal of the 
approval, to the Central Government through the 
Commissioner of Income tax/Director of Income 
tax (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies 
of the application for renewal of approval shall 
also be sent directly to the Secretary, Department 
of Scientific and Industrial Research. 

[Notification No. 278/2003/F.No. 203/5/2002/rrA. U\ 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (TTA-II) 
M fe#, 7 2003 

(31Ncht ) 

^o3iro 3217.— ’ 

'iiiot ti<«hK Siiu tinoH 

<jfvvinad 1962 

6 % y3TFm3ri?7fWT, 1961^^35^ 

wnn(l)%7^(ii) %y4l^di«f “’riw” 

% 3T«fbT W t :— 

(i) ytr'4T Riy. 

3^^^ W-'t<ai«=i «nVil; 








[MFTII—3(ii)] 


22, 2003/^^M^ 1/1^25 
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(u) tr^ 

31 ^ sftt 

3R^pR«fB IWT * 

'Jmt# ftT, M fi??#-110016 ^ 

(iii) 

3^f^ohjO 

%'3ifqR««i "^131 ^<3*1 

■jifiT Tr*n 3n% ^i4«n^nfl, Rii< 

armr i96i ^ «im 35 ^ wirt 

(1) % 3r^ ^ -sr^ ^ ., 

3tr '^RT ^<ai M'O^jrr 4t i<«b "STm 

'M^rd^ '^R 'Sl(V«t>K ('^) <<<♦»< 

(^), 10 "d, •qfw 7!^, ^RWtH 

700071, (n) ■’sf^, 1^ dfl«i)Pr<t)' 

- ’ST^^fTT fq>i{'l, <T®1T ("n) ^i^«f)<. 

P^m (^) ^ 31 31^^ ^ 3?«?qT 

-3^ Mg ' ^ y^ ?l I 


nm 

'il: 


-ilH 


3T^f^ "f^RT^ Icii^ 


1, 3^ 1-4-1999'^ 

Z\. 4<1'i)ei 31-3-2000 

¥n^-560029 

t^iyun :—STf^i^r^d 

%'*ffco>r%Rrm.dlH yW‘^3^'q5^#3if«rw 
^ ^ 3TRRIR 3TT^/3TRm fH^Vlob C"^) % 
'RT^ZRT ^ 3?T^ ^ I 3T3*te% 

H4)«b<>J| % 31T^^-'»?3r TtH "STf^ Ttf^, 

3fk 3^t?itfw 

^snRTt I 

[3Rf«RJ^U 280/2003mU 203/55/2003-311^^^.-11] 
#lhn^, (3TT^fT-n) 
New DelW, the 7th November, 2003 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 3217.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organisation mentioned below has 
been approved by the Central Government for the period 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (ii) of Sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 5 of the Income tax Act, 1961, read 
with Rule 6 of the Income taxRules, 1%2 under the category 
“Institution” subject to the following conditions :— 


(i) The notified Institution shdll maintain separate 
books of accounts for its research activities; 

0} The notified Institution shall fiimish the Annual 
Ftettiffi of its scientific research activities to the 
Secretary, Department of Scientific & Industrial 
Research, "T^hnology Bhawaif, New Mehrauli 
Road^ New DelW-l 10016 for every finand^ year 
ori Of beferc 31st May of each year; 

01^) The notified Institution shall submit, on behalf 
of the Central Government, to (a) the Director 
Gbti£9nlofl]ioometa?£(£xen:^)tk)r^ lONtiddleton 
Row, SthMocJf, Grfeutta-700071, (b) the Secretary, 
Dg)artment of Scientifid & Indtistrial Research, 
and (c) the Commissioner of Income tax/ 
Director of Income tax (Exemptions) having 
jufiSdiction over the organisation, on or before 
the 31st October each year, a copy of its Audited 
Annual Accounts and also a copy of audited 
Income & Expenditure Account in respect of its 
research activities for which exemption was 
grantedunder Sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
li|||[pQte tan Act, 1961 in addition to the return of 
ii^me tax to the designated assessing officer. 


SL 

No. 

Nmne of the orgaiusation 
approved 

Period for which 
notification is 
effective 

1. 

Kidv|pMemorial 

14-1999to 


Institute of Oncology 

31-3-2000 


Dr. M. H. Marigowda 



Road, Bangalore 



Notes : The notified Institution is advised to apply in 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of the 
^proval, to the Central Government through the 
Commissioner of Income tax/Director of Income 
tax (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies 
of the application for renewal of approval shall 
also be sent directly to the Secretary, Department 
of Scientific and Industrial Research. 

[Notification No. 280/2003/F.No. 203/55/2003-ITA II] 
SANGEETA GUPTA Director (TTA-II) 
M p^, 7 2003 

^o3ITo 3218 — 

■3n?n % “SRI ^MO'I 

^ ^nrvinad 3TP1^ 1962 

hPc R ! 3?FT^ StfidWT, 1961 ^ tiRT 35 ^ 
■3tmRr(i)%^(iii) M%3RpftT 


3305 Gl/2003—2 






t 


THE GAZETTE OPM»A: 22, 20DVA<m>^iA^d^ 192S 


[Part H— Sbc. 3(ii)] 



f, ftff the puipdse clause (iii) of Sub- 
35 of the IhGOiueUix Act, 1961, read 
lecategoiy 


V « « V - pv^v^v^hL 


31 ^ ^ 3fR 

a||t^P ( <h WT* ^ 


' ^) 


% ' ^R r fiy ^ ^ M j i ftK i tiffiNF #sif ^ 

3J^ «f»I^^T9f, 1^TO% 

^' .«rRr 35 ^ 

(1) % 3T%*f?T ^ #3*1 ^ *ft, % 

;, 3?m tpf ■«w m(1w ^ ^ 

H<fr mRi 

^ (1^), 1!^, 

' ^igi^ 700df frf^, i liy i tmi #eI^ 

^3^^p5t¥IH PlMPf IRTX’I) '®Tr<T^ 'sHT5W’aflfl^i 


»W|P?1WW>T^ 


0) The tiotifibd Institution shall maintain separate 
bocdts of accounts for its research activities; 

^ Thenoti&edhistitutkmshadliurnish the Annual 
RfittliKtf its scientific resemt^ activities to the^ 
Secmtaxy, DqMutment cf Scient^c & Industrial 
Reseamh^ ^TBchnologyKiawan’, NewMehiauli 
Road^Ncsv De^>l too 16 financial year 

(HI orbelme 3 Isthiay of each year. 




1. ^ 

V " ' ^ 31-3-2003 

'• ■ 10001 ; » 

f ' \ 5N* •1#^'^ % tn atf^WR 


[3if^?^5niTu 2iri720tem.^ 263/2wioo2-3!m^fo.-n] 

(31PmPT.-II) 

Ne#^^, tfe 


' S.d. 32l8;^ft is iSalilRid fot'ga^ 

been tqiproved by the Central Government for the period 


(^theCenOsti Govemm^ to (a) the Director 
GeaBSBi(]f{oooiBeiK^xieiiip(^ lOMkkfieton 
Row, 5th Floor, C^cutta-700071, (b) the 


tax/Diiector ofInoMiie tax (ET^mptions) having 
jurisdicticm over tttt organisation, on or before 
the 31st October each year; a copy (tf its Audited 
Anmial Accounts and also a copy.of audited 
Income & E^qienditure Accouitt in respect of its 
rese^h activities for which exemptitm was 
grmited under Sifo-section (1) of Secti(m 35 of 
Income tax Act, 19)61 in addititm to the return of 
income tax to the designated assessing 
ofilcer. 


a 

No. 

Nai^ of foe oiganisati(m 
apfHOVed 

Poiod for which 

notificati(mis 

effective 

L 

M/s Indhra Gandhi Naficmal 

l-4'-2000to 


Coitre for foe Alts, d .V. 

31-3-2003 


Mess, ^i^Hith, 



NewD^llOOtH. 



Notes : The notified Institmion is advised-to apply in 
triphcates as well in advance for renewal of the 
. q^Htrval, to tteC^tndGoverninent through the 
‘ Commissiraer oflocQnie tax/Director of Income 
tax (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three 
the ai^lication for renewal of iqH>it>val 
shall also be sent directly to the Secretary, 
Department of Scieiitific and Industrial 
Research' 

pfoiificafian Uo. 2S1/2003/F.N6. 2ma9/m2-Ym.U\ 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (ITA-n) 








I 


[Mmn—3(ii)] 


W ^ 22, 1, 1925 


11 2003 

(3ITOiT) 

^To3TTo 3219 ♦—^ 
^ ^TPRR ^ «*ion 

^ ^ 3f^% 1^ 2RPPSB^ ^PWW#, 

1962%fT^6%WT^'=rf^^fllT’l^ 3lf^?fWT, 1961 
35^'3^i^ (I)% ■^n'^Ciu) %y41^«f“■? tfit’*^ 
%3Rpfn PiH(Vinafl‘?raf %3TiiiH (^«n :— 

(i) arfinjf^ 3T3H«fPT ’sntefrif % 

® TR^ M # 1^ 

%f^3T3RVB'nfn-ftrf^?^^^lfe 3R^ 
31 ■*t| ^ 3i«rar •3?r&^rf^, %if^ 

3I5WI w ’'% 

ngdcii ^ ftl^-110016 ^ TT^ 

(iii) , 

^ STRPCT ^ 

% 3Tl?fft3Rr W* 

Trfir w 3rT% *w4«hMi'i(, 1^tra% 

aipm 3Tf'?fWT, 1961 «IR[ 35 
(I) % 3Rnf?T ^ 3RR «ft, W ^ 

T^«q7i^ yl<i «Mon 

10 rMfed^H ■'TT^ m ^f;^rtr7^-700071 
(■53) -Rf^, 

^«IT C"^) aiRRfvC «TT5^/aiTm»5C (^) 

■^ •51?^ 31 -ST^^ ^ 3TSWT ■3^> "a^ 

I f 

---—-- 1 --------- 

37q 3>i ■^rm 'Si^f^ra^’l^ 

1, -^^srCRT3^ 1-4-200 i431 -3-2004 

'Ttei i 

"EfRTIWTt3r-382481, ' 

feo epjft: 

% "aM 3lk ^115^ # ^frfMPR 

^ ^ 3TRI^ 3PrT^^/3TFm (^) % 

Tn«ZRT ■^ ^R2FR 3TT^^ I 3^5^^ % 

^jfta "af^ "af^, 

I '■ ' 

285/2O03m 203/ft4/2002-3i?mJT 

fa-II] 

wf^ ■^an, fa^F C^naaJi fa-ll) 


New Delhi, the nth November, 2003 
^GOM&IA^ 

S.O. 3219.—’ It is hereby notified for geners 
information that the organisation mentioned lielow ha 


mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (iii) of Sul| 
section (I) of S(ection 35 Of the Income tax Act, 1961, reaU 
with Rulc6of the Income tax Rules, l962undCT die categorr 
“Institution” subject to the following conditions :— 

® The notified Institution shall maintain sep-aratp 
boc4c of accounts for its research activities; i 

I 

fu) The notified Institution shall furnish tht 
Annual Return of its scientific research 
activities to the Secretary, Department of 
^entific & Industrial Research,‘Technoloi 
]^fflwan\ New Delhi Mehrauli Road, New 
PeIhi-110016 for every financial year on cjr 
before 31st May of ^ch year; j 

Ciii) The notified Institution shall submit, on behajf 
of the Central Government, to (a) the Directt r 
General of Income tax (Exemptions), 10 
hfiddleton Row, 5di Floor, Calcutta-700071 (i) 
the Secretary, Department of Scientific \ l 
huhistrial Research, and (c) the Commission^ sr 
of Income tax/Director of Ipcome tax 
(Exemptions), having jurisdiction over ti c 
organisation, on before foe 3ist Octobsr 
ea<dr year, a copi^ of its audited Annuiil 
Accdunts and also a copy of audited Incon ic 
& Expenditure Account in, respect of i is 
research activities for which exemption wi is 
granted under Sub-jsection (1) of Section 35 1 >f 
; Income tax Act, 1^)61 in addition to the retuj n 
pf income tax tp- the designated assessing 


a. Name of the organisation Period for which 
No, apq?roved - notification is effective 

1. M/s. Gujarat Institute of l-4-2(X) 1 to 31-3-2004 
Development Researclji, 

Near (jota Char Rasta 
Gota-382481, Ahmedalbad 

Notes: The nQtified Institution is advised to apply in 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of t le 
approval, to the Central Government.through t lie 
Commissioner of Income tax/Director of Income t ax 
(Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Tlwec copies of 
the application for renewal of approval shall a] so 
be sent directly to the Secretary, Department of 
Sdentific and Industrie Research. I 

[NotificationNo;285/2003/F. No. 203/i4//2002-ITAn} 
S ANGEETA GUPTA, Director {TTAjll) 
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[Paw n—SEa3(u)] 


11 2003 

( ) 

^To3TTo 3220.—■HIHM 

37 fm 2 f%?T cmn t % 

^ 'IH % <jfcmRao '3iqfV%'%l^ 
1962%1WT6%^?IT?fOT3Tra^ 37f<Tf%^ 1961 ^«IRT 
35^,wrRT (i)%'SF^(iii) 

3 T^m fHHPdRdcl TTcff % STtfh t :— 

(i) tTFH ' ^[4«6d l ^1 l ' % 

'37^ ^lar 

(ii) 37f%Rjf^ 

^"'^ilnq) f<<i4 yc4q) 
31 3T«<qi ^Pqq, ^^iiPiq) 3?^ 

M f^^-110016 ^ 

(iii) 37fil^r^dRTFn%^'HT5RR^cRT^T^ 

37f?iT^iRl ^ 'STFl'^h^ ^ 3R^ 

% 37l?ilw 

"511% cISTT 3rT% 1^RI% %l^ 

37RI^ 37ftTFm, 1961 ^ w 35 
(I) % 

■Q^ ^ igrt ^ ^ ^ 1^'af^ TT^ 

HT 37feR ^ •ZIT^ (^) 3TRI^< H^tPl^^fldi (l^) 

10 PHrSdiH %, ^^=6rdh700071 ("Br) 

%Ffi^ 1^ sftylPiob 3T5?i^ fwT ?r8n 

(T) 3TRm 3TT^/3TR^ (^) ^ 

^C^31 37^^^ 37W^5^ MgiJ^tl diVft i 


sfR 

■?T. 


■?rn^ ^ ^ 

3TpK<jq’ll % 


1. 1^TT^Tll'Hlgil 1-4-1999^31-3-2002 

"WS 'H. 4, 

y.4^^VH, Mip^4<1-605001 

% 'iq'lqx'Ji 

^ ^ 3Tm^ 37T^^/3TPq[^ (^) % 

■Mim ^ ^ 37T^ ^ I 3T5tte % 

■=T4t^Rw % %T 3n^ 'M^ ^ ttH 'srf^ •?7f^, 
%Tf^ 3fNltPl^ 37^%TH ^ ^<Tt^ ^ 

286/2003m.U 203/19/2002-3TPT^ 

1%.-IIJ 

#4hrrxp<TT, (3 tt^1%-II) 


New Ddhi, the Uth November, 2003 
ONCOivq^Xjpo 

S.O. 3220.—It is hereby notified for general 
infiirm^oii that the org^sadon mendoned bdow has 


meidoaed b#QP^ ^r [he purpose of clause (iii) of Si^ 
section (1) ofl5ecdon35 of the Income tax Act, 1961, read 


‘*Institudon” nibject to the following condidons:— 

0) The notified Insdtudon shall maintain sqwrate 
bboks of accounts for its research activities; 

di) The notified Institution shall furnish the 
Apnual Return of its scientific research 
activities to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Research), Technology 
Bhawan*, New Mehrauli Road, New 
P^lhi-110016 for every finaircial year on or 
before 3 Ist May ^ each year, 

; P The notified Institution shall sidmiit, on behalf 

of the Central Goymunent, to (a) the Director 
C^neral of Income tax (Exemptions), 10 
NBddietouRow, 5th Floor; CaIcuaa-700071 (b) 

. the Secretary, Department of Scientific & 
Inifaistiial Researdi, and (c) the C^cmmiissioner 
of Income tax/Director of Income tax 
(Exen^tions), having jurisdiction ovn^ the 
^ oi|^sation, on or before the 31st October 
ea^ year, a copy of its audited Aimual 
Accounts and also a copy of audited Iiicome 
& Expenditure ^xount in respect of its 
p'P ’ Research activities for which exemption was 
granted under sub-section (1) of section 35 of 
Income-tax Act, 1961 in action to the return 
of income-tax to the designated assessing 
officer, 

S; Nan^ jE^ the organisation Period for which 
No, approved notification is effective 


1. M/s. Ntother's Service 
Soci^, Plot No, 4, 
Abidtma Nagar Extension, 
P Pandkheriy'4505 001. 


1-4-1999 to 31-3-2002 


Not^ * The notified Institution is .advised to apply in 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of the 
^ptoval, to the Central Government through the 
Commissioner of Income-tax/Director of Income- 
tax (Exenqrttons) having jurisdictiem. Three copies 
of the ^pUcaticxi for renewal of approve shall also 
. . be sent directly to the Secretary, Dqjartment of 
PPV Scientific and Industrial Research. 

.[Notffic^nNo. 286/2003/F. No, 203/19/2002-rrA-II] 

: SANGEEIAGtlPTA,Diiector(nA-II) 





['Fin—3(U)3 


W ^ 22, 2003/«RmFr>r 1, 1925 


11 2003 

(sfPfmK) 

3«nr. 3221.— 

’*llnl % ^rR IJRT ^^IwHaci 'M*io'^ nd 
^ % ^IF1% MI<W>< fPWWdl, 1962 

%f^6%^^1^3IFTiK 3lf^lPmi961 ^«IRI35^ 

(1)% ’aTO(iii) % 3Pit^RT«f ^ % 

3RPi?r pTHf^rfRsTcr TTcif % 3T«fr|r 

© ^ gb l 4fcHd T Hf % 

ar^ ^^T3T 

fli) 3r7^ 

3T3^WR * ^yc*)<6 
31 '*1^ srqqr ;3^ 3flT 

#31^ 3?^«1PT f«T»FT ^ 

^ Rwil“ 110016 ^ 
fiii) w n mm ^ 

^ y^d «h<^ 

%<Hftrfi:eM 'jHM^ silisn ■'Td%?I qiffi'** '<?)«(^ 

7r«n 3M 3n^«jFr <i> i 4*h<r i TyX 1^ 
SiftiWT, 1961 •Sfft tpi 35 ^ WIRT 
(1) % 3F?nf?T '^, ■JR[F1 ^ ’»T{ 

^ -anft ^ ^'ft Tjfh 

•#T3^^3TftW (^) 

(\^) 10 tX <m, 

■«ibc1^<MI-700071, (’Bl) Trf^, ft?irpf«6 vji 
^ihfrfw 3r5^«iH ^MPT, if«n (n) 
3n^/3TFm (^) ^ M 31 

3T«p^'3ra^ y^d «A<l31 

"sl>H 3i^*i)f^d '^’FT 3T®rf^'^R7%fe^ 

U- 3Tf^p?nwftt 

1. ^ ^ 1-4-2001^31-3-2004 

%!T wr, UVTcI ^>1#^, 

■’Hl'dr^yi(^) -5^^-400055 

f^ninift: • srf^f^d#?«n^^t ^irm 

% vi - 4) w i ?fh iiftra f ^ -qg^-^ grf^?R 

^ ^ 41T=M'‘R (^) % 

■H1«3MH ^ ^ ^ I ai3>ft^ % 

% %(I 31TftFT ^ ^ ^ «fd^' 

^ 4ftgi tf» W fiPFT ^ iftft ft# 

^5mt*fti 

[3Tf«I^^^. 287/2003/95T. 203/46/2003-3fTm;T 

R-II] 


7269 i 

New £>elhi, the lltti November, 2003 
aNCX)ME' 1 A 30 

S.O. 3221,^ It is hereby notified for genera! ; 
information that the organisaticm mentioned below has J 
been ^proved by the Central Government fen: the period j 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (iii) of sub- i 
sec^n (1) of section 35 of ^e Income-tax Act, 1^1, itad I 
withRiilB 6 of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 under thecat^oiy { 
^^iRstitution” subject tp the f(41owing conditions:— 

(D The notified Institutim shall maintain separate i 

book of accounts fi>r. its research activities; 

' « 

Cl) The notified Institution shall furnish the ; 
Annual Return of its scientific research | 
activities to the Secretary, Department of ! 
Scientific & Industrial Research, Teehnology 
Bhawan’, New Mehrauli Road, New 
E>elhi>110016 for every financial year on car i 
before 31st of each year; 

OiO The notified Inkitution shall submit, on behalf 
of the Central Government, to (a) the Director 
General of Income tax (Exemptions), 10 ; 
Middl^on Row, 5th Floor, Calcutta-700071, ‘ 
(b) the Secretary, Department of Scientific & 
Industrial Researdi, 2 ^ (c) the Coininissiosier 
of Income-tax/Director of Income-tax 
(Exemptions), having jurisdiction over the 
organisation, on or before the 31st October 
each year, a copy of its audited Annual 
Accounts and also a a)py of audited Income 
&, Expenditure Account in respect of its : 
research activities for which exemption was ; 
granted under sub-section (1) of section 35 of * 
rncome-tax Act, 1961 in addition to the return 
of Ina)me-tax to the designated assessing ! 
officer. 


S Name of the organisation Period fix* which 
No. approved notification is efifective 

1. M/s International Board 1-4-2001 to 31-3-2004 

of Yoga, Yoga Bhawan, 

Prabhat (Colony, Santacruz ^) 

Muiid»i-400055. 

Notes: The notified Institiiticm is advised to apply in 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of the 
approval, to the Central Government through the i 
Gbimnissioner of Income-tax/Director of Interne- ; 
taxCExeii^itions) having jurisdiction. Three (x^ies j 
of the plication tor renewal of ai^roval shall also ' 
be sent directly to the Secretary, Department of! 
Scientific and Industiral Research. 

[NotificationNo. 287/2003/E No. 203/46/2003-ITA-n] | 
SAN(®ETAGUPTADirectof(nA.-II) ; 
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^.3TT. 3222.— 

wm t TR5FR 'm ST^irc^r^cl *3^ 

1962 

%1^m6%w-T'qfe?r37PT^ a#rfwT, 1961 ^ wr 35^ 

(0% (ii) % M % 

3T^ f ^Pdf^d ?Tcff % f^l TM t :— 

(i) ^npteiNf % 

aiWT ^131 

(ii) TOF^IT "Slr^ ^ aTFft 

31 M ^ 

aMf^ -TO* ^ 

^^^-110016 

(iii) TIWR ^ 'cR^ ^ 

srftiw^'^ airRvl,^ fqq<'j|l '^'^d 
% 3lf?rfw 3^7% ^ ^ 

W 1T«n 3^1% fi6l4cI)dlMX %TT 

3=fF7^ 1961 W 35 ^ -^Wn 

(1) % 3T^rrf?r ¥5 :ft ^ sfl, % 

3Tm T^ oq^T ^ ^Tgr ■qfl^ ^ 41 •q^ 3lf^ 

(^) arTWT^T^T^^f^ 
^^Z) 10 T^, TO, 

^TTPc^I-700071, (13) TTi^, -qi? 

i^wr Cn) airwr 
3TT^/3TP7^ (•^) -3^ -SR^^ ^ 31 

3T«Tm -q^ 31^ ^rlrfl I 


4. 



1-4-20001^31-3-2003 

3#T) 3TFI?nef 

12 wq 

'if^-400020 



%-qql^T % #T 3iW 4 afiT a44w 


^ ^ aTi^;qtT/aTR^ (^) % 

Tnm mm 3^ 37T%^ I % 

% %Ti an^ -q^ ^ #T Trf^ frf^, 
twf^3ftT 3H> E hp TgRaT^^1^’qFTq[^#44^ 
•^rntnli 

[ aifti^'qT ■4o 288/2003/Wo7To 203/54/2002-aUTOC 

f%o-lI] 


aNCX)ME-TAX) 

S.O. 3222,— It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organisation mentioned below has 
been approved 1^ the Central Government for the period 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clau^ (ii) of Sub¬ 
section (i) of section 35 of the Incmnetax Act, 1961, read 
with Rule 6 of the Income taxRules, 1%2 under the categoiy 
“Institution” subject to the following conditions:— 

® The notified Institution shall maintain separate 
books of accounts for its research activities; 

00 The notified Institution shall furnish the 
Annual Return of its scientific research 
activities to the Secretaiy, Department of 
Scioitific & Industrial Research, ‘Technology 
Bhawan’, New Mehrauli Road, New 
Delhi-110016 for every financial year on or 
before 31st May of each year; 

OiO The notified Institution shall sulnnit, on behalf 
of the Central Govemmait, to (a) the Director 
General of Income tax (Exemptions), 10 
Middleton Row, 5th Floor, Calcutta-700071 (b) 
the Secretary, Department of Scientific & 
Industrial Researdi, and (c) tltt Commisribner 

' of Income tax/Director of Income tax 
(Exemptions), having jurisdiction over the 
organisation^ on or befbre the 31st October 
each year, a copy of its audited Annual 
Accounts and also a copy of authted Income 
& Expenditure Account in respect of its 
research activities for which exemption was 
granted under Sub-section (i) of section 35 of 
Income tax Act, 1961 in addition to the return 
of income tax to the designated assessing 
ofidcer. 


S. Name of the organisation Period for which 
No. approved notification is effective 

1. M/s Medical Research 1-4^2000 to 31-3-2003. 
Centre of Bombay Hospital 
Trust, 12, Marine Lines, 

MiHiibai-400020. 

Notes: The notified Institution is advised to apply in 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of the 
approval, to the Central Government through the 
oWnissioner of Income tax/Director of Income tax 
(Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies of 
the application for renewal of approval shall also 
be sent directly to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific and Industiral Research. 

[NotificationNo. 288/2003/F. No. 203/54/2002-ITA.IIl 

SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (ITA.II) 


(srrq^fqo-Ii) 







2003/3TW^ 1, 1925 


11 wart, 2003 

(3fFI*R) 

^To3no 3223.—m*TF^ WWT^ % %T5 m 
3Tf^^5jf^Rl f^P^tr ‘^IRTT % 6Ki oi^R^OSfl ■^*10*1 

<3ti^ ii*!^ ^ '*ii*f*P't 

1962 6 %^'qfetT 3TFm 1961 ^ «rRI 

35'^WIRT (1)% ^cr^(ii) % W% 

TUff % f^iHl ^l*ili|’ 

(1) ^ 3n^ ^i4'6^riiMT 

<^iSI ^( 5 ^ *151 *p\*Il; 

fri)' 3?f«Rjf^ ^ TT!^ 

^Mf5<+) Rti4 3R^ 
31 ail 3TW3ia^'91?^ 3fR 

3?3fT«tFT f^r»?FT ’ WT’ 

HI5'^trIi ’-^5, 10016 ^ n 

(lii) ■RHT 

•af?T trqr ^ atftr^TH 

3Rf«rPm, 1961 ■apt ^ 35 ^%WTr 
% 3Wt?T ^ W1 3TFT 

WT isn^f ^^t8sn ^ ^ i<<») sRi ^•\6^ 
•q^ <HW^ H§iPi^P?rar (■^) 

l0fifel5rTfr,'qTW?!^,^)?TaJf^'70^ (13) 
%Tf%3F 3^k aRhirtW 

, (7T) «IFT®R 3n^/afTPT3R C'^) ^ 

aq«4qi "qp^ I 

?fR 3r5«=it% ttWr "3^ W 3Taff«lf^TO%1^ 

•R. 3if^t^^'q’Tr#t 

1. ^Rfq? 1-4-2001'^31-3-2004 

3jt?B 3Tr^l3tl3[;3 

T3[R 31Tt 

3TT^ aqi^ ^ %**RT, 

#51^-600036 

WPiJt'aniftt 

% %f^ 3 W ^ <^? | < q p- ^ 

^ ^ ^fmm. an^/^RFm f^5^r<ab % 
■qiWT ^ 'fR'4>l'< ^ 411^'^ ^ I % 

'^#33T®T # ^l^q*i "qiT ^pt cTl’l xRi4l 
^^ i Plfah 3ftT ^gMT<5p #it 

[STPrJ^'Ro 289/2003mo^o 203/63/2003-3qTW 

f^o-n] 

■#fl?Tr'>J7TT, Pi^i?W (STFf^f^o-II) 
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New Delhi, tiie 11th November, 2003 
(INCX>IVf&lAX) 

S.O, 3223.— It is hereby notified for generall 
information that the organisation mentioned below ha^ 
been approved by the Central Government for the period 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (li) of Sub4 
section (i) of Section 35 of the Income tax Act, 1961, rca4 
with Rule 6 of the Income tax Rules, 1962 under the categoi}| 
“Association” subject to the following conditions :— ‘ 

(i) The notified “Association” shall maintain 
separate books of accounts for its researcl^ 
activities; 

(ii) The notified “Association” shall fomish th4 

Annual Return of its scientific research 
activities to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Res^ch, ‘Technolt^ 
Bhawan’, Neiv Delhi Mehrauli Road, New 
Delhi-110016 for every financial year on o^ 
before 31st May Of each year; i 

Ciii). The notified “Association” shall submit, 0 ^ 
behalf of the (Central Govemiitent, to (a) th^ 
Director General of Income tax (Exemptions^ 
10 Middldon Row, 5th Boor, Calcutta-700071 
(b) the Secretary, Department of Scientific w 
Industrial Research, and (c) the Commissioned^ 
of Income tax/Director of Income ta^ 
(Exen^tions), having jurisdiction over thfe 
organisation, on or before the 31st Octobqr 
each year, a copy of its audited Annudl 
Accounts and also a copy of audited Incomp 
& Expenditure Account in respect of ilk 
research activities for which exemption w* 
granted under Sub-section (i) of 'Section 35 of 
Income taxAct, 1961 in addition to the retuifi 
of income tax to the designated assessir^ 
officer. 


S. Name of the organisation Period for which 
No. approved _ notification is effective| 


1. M/s National Institute of 1-4-2001 tp 31-3-2004. 1 
Ocean Technology, 

IC&SR Building, 

IIT Grampus, j 

^ Chennai-600036 

_—--4- 

Note: The notified Institution is advised to apply Ijn 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of tlk 
approval, to the Central'Govemment through tK 
Commissioner of Income tax/Director of Inccmie tax 
(Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies (pf 
the application for renewal of approval shall al^ 
be sent directly to the Secretary, Department pf 
Scientific and Industiral Research. 

(Notification No. 289/2003/F. No. 203/63//2(X)3-ITA-^ 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (TTA-i) 


( 
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11 W^. 2003 
( 3Trag>T) 

■^To3TTo 3224.—^ 
^TTcTT t '«r4)R ^ WT^ 

1962 6 %7n8T'qftfcr 1961 ^ vm 

35^WTRT (i)% -53^ (ii) %3rqFsF[T4‘‘7T^**^% 
SRPfcT rHHPdr^d ■?TcTf % 31#T %^1T "Wt :— 

(i) 3TftT^jf%RT 3Tq^ ^ 

"SFITia-Tam •Sf^; 

(ii) ^ % %ti 
^:3 i Pi°h 3T^Wf•nfn-'f^W ^ 

31 ^ ^ ’3^ ^1^ %[ifw 3ik 

3T^«irT f^'im wf’ ^ 

H^'^crfl <)s, ^"fe^-l 10016 ^ y^d Wl'fl; 

(iii) 77^ W«?jH TR^Ti 
oiFh^mO ^ oilH=h< 

% 3T%fW 37^1^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ■cT«TT 3n% ar^qn «=M4=hdl^', f^R7% %IT 
3TP7^ a^fqlwr, 1961 VRl 35 ^ WIRr 
(1) %aT^?Fhf^3i^qft'n^ qt,%7Tqq‘^’3im 
irq ■sqq Tjr^ qfl^ ^ T^ 3rf^ 7TO5T 

10 fnlscneH Mi^ql HcT, «ticrt«t>ail-700071 (73) 

TTf^, afrr aMf^ ar^qpT TTqr 

(v) 3TTW7 arrgq^/arpRR (^) qit 

31 arqqr^STT^ 

3R 3H^4lf^cI W\^ qn ^ aiqfqf^H^^ti 
Tio f 

1. TpRm $r-W3<*i3 aTTF 26-10-2002 ^31-3-2005 

'$=61^141 (■^rf^), 

^■'T^i^'=K % WR%, 

^frs:, ^ 

(q7^)-37000l,1pRRT 

ftroqtrfl: aifqTjf^ TRsiT 7T^ ^ WI f 

% iq1=h<'Ji ■^’afR'^^'^aifqeKK 

^ qr^ 3TRqR 37T^/3TRTqR P^m> (^) % 
■RI^ TTTW ^ afrto ^ I 3T^[%rT % 

i4l=h<'J| % %ti <hi^<;h qrt cfh -Rf^ Tif^, 
^^iPHcb a^Ra^ltlini^h aT^TlqpTfwrqrtTTt^^ 

WtTjft’ I 

[ajfq^j^^-^o 290/2003moTio 203/78/2003-^(^1^ 

f%e-II] 

^ri'ilai ^yii, (aTR^'pTo-II) 


New £>elhi, the 11th Noventfier, 2003 
(INCX)ME1A3Q 

S.O. 3224.— It is hereby notified fer general 
information that the organisation tnehtidiigti h^ 
been ai^roved by the Centiid GtA^erimient for the 
mentioned belong for the purpose of clause (ii) of 
Sub»sectidh (i) of Section 35 of the Income Tax Act, 
1961, read with Rule 6 of the Income Ihx Rules, 1962 
under the category "^Institution” subject to the followlil| 
ccmditions:— 

ti) The notified Instin^onshi^tiA maintain separate 
books of aec^itihis for its research activities; 
tii) Tht notified Institution shall furnish the 
Annual Return of its scientific research 
activities to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Research, "Ibdmology 
Bhawan’, New Meh^uli ROad, 
Delhi-110016 for fitidiiai^ year on or 
before 31 st May M ^Ch year, 

^ llieAottiled Institution shall submit, <Hi behalf 
of the Gential Government, to‘(^ the Director 
General of Income Thx (Exemptions)-, 10 
Middleton Row, 5fo Floor; Cbfottfoi-70007i <b) 
the Secretary, Department of^Kftiifec & 
Industrial ResearctC and (c) t|d^^fl|tn^<nier 
of Income Thx/Director Tax 

(Exemptions), having jutisi^Kn over the 
organisation, on or before the 31$t October 
each year, a copy of its Audited Ahhual 
Accounts and also a copy Of Audited Income 
& Expenditure Account in respect of its 
research activities for which e?»mption was 
granted under Sub-section (i) of Section 3 5 of 
IiKomeTax Act, 1961 in addition to the return 
of income Tax to the designated assessing 
officer, 

S Name of the organisation Period for which 
No, approved notification if ^betive 

1. M/s. Gujarat Institute of 26-10-2002to 31-3-2005. 
DesertEcology (GUIDE) 

0pp. ChangleshwarTen^le, 

Mundra Road, Bhuj 
(Kutch>370001, 

Gujarat 

Note: The notified Institution is advised to apply in 
triplicates as well in advance for renewal of tiie 
approval, to the Central Government through the 
Commissioner of Income Tax/Director of Income 
Thx (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies 
of the applicatiem for renewal of approval shall also 
be sent directly to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific and fodustrial Research. 

[Notification No. 290/2003/F. No. 203/78/2003-ITA.II] 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (rTA.!!) 






II—*3^5 3{ii)] 


w^rram: w«R22> 2003/3?!n5Rr*r i, 1925 


7273 


^ 122003 

(aiRrasT) 

g»To3TTo 3235.—WTRT ^ 

3rf«Rjf^f3FqT^3n?n% ■gpcr "fPBH 

<s<H^ ^Ih ^ tn*i^ ^R^RsiO 
1962 6 % 

35^<PWRT {i)% ^Qfo^Xli) 

3p?PT?T TT^TT^TreRT ^RTT ^ T®P*?T^*WT * : — 

(i) wn 3Tg^mH aBt4iH r Mlf % 

^5T 

(li) 3Tr«R|f^ ^?R*n <14 % 1^ 

Micn^W W?ni 

>1 ^ ^ 

3R[^pRt1FT ^PTFi, 'm', 

Tte, ^ teft-110016 ^ 3n!^ 

(iii) arflT^f^T Wff%^11TaFR'^<R^ 

<+1 f*l'H*4) 

% <H'1^ ^iQ] qiR'Sh #Bff 

3rf^ imr ^ < N> <rimlf , ^ 

30'4<!)7 1961 ^ 35 ^ 

(I) % ^ 31^ ^-n^ 

3Tm T^ ^-5^ #31-qf^ 


() 10 t) , -qi w 7m, 

^m^-700Q7^i (73) 3# 

3<l€jirMV#i 7T«TT (‘q) 3TF?^ 

3ngqq/37iqsR (■^) ^ q4 31 

3iq^ ^ 3qw-5??^ qiji^ 31^ 1 

■^o srf^^'si *113^1141% 


S.O. 3i25.— It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organisation menticmed below has 
been at^roved by the Central Government for the period 
mentioned below, for the purpose of clause (ii) of 
Sub>sectimi 0) of Section 35 of the Income Tax 1%1, 

re^ wttii fl^e 6 of the Income T» Rides, I96fi under 
the caiegoiy ^^Institution** subject to the following 
conditions:— 

Oi) The notifiedlnstitution shall maintain sqiaiate 
books of accounts for its research activities; 
Ch) The notified Institution shall furnish the 
Annual Return of its scientific research 
activities to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Res^rch,‘Technology 
Bhawan’, New Mehrauli Road, New 
Delhi-110016 for eveiy finaiHfal year on or 
before 31st May of each year; 

(dQ The notified Institution shall sunlit, ojntMEhalf 
of the €etttral'(%vemment, toXa) the Director 
^neral olfcicome Tax (Exeihptlciis), 10 
lifiddletonRow, 5^ 

the Seo'etaiy, Department of Scient^c & 


of Income Tax/Director of Income Tax 
(Exemptions), having jimsdiction over the 1 
organisation, on or before the 31st Oct(d)er ! 
each year, a copy of its Audited Annual ; 
Accounts and also a copy of Audited Income ! 
& Expenditure Account in respect of its | 
research activities for which exemption was | 
granted under Sub-section (i) of Sec^on 35 of 
Income Tax Act, 1% 1 in addition to the return i 
of income tax to the designated assessing ’ 
officer. 


1, 1-4-2002 •^31-3-2004 

qra^ (let, 19 

rif4t ilFf, 

%q4N)riq%'%i^(fbT3ifh4f‘4 

^ ^ aqqqvt 37T^/3TPm (^) % 

%q\ ■qit 3Tf4^ sTjqhyq % 
^ ttH 31#it 

'414* I 

[arfir^RTrio 291 / 2003 /qqorio 203 / 89 / 2003 -aiFm 

•Pte-Il] 

T<n, (3TFm fqo -n) 


S. Name of the organisation Period for which i 

No. approved notification is effective | 

1. M/s. KK.Birla Academy 14-2002 to 31-3-2004. j 

SuryaKiran Building, | 

SthFlooi; 

19, kaimirba Gandhi Marg, i 

NewDdhi. | 

Notes:the notified Institution is advised to apply in i 
tri^cates as well in advaiice for renewnl of the | 
s^fproval, to the Central Goveniment thrcm^ I 

Commissioner of Income Thx/Director of Income | 
tax (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three cq)ies | 
of the application for renewal of approval shall also \ 
be sent directly to the Secretary, Department of j 
Scientific and Industrial Research. | 

{NotificationNo. 291/2003/F. No. 203/89//2003-rrAII] j 
SANGEETA GUPTA, DirectorCrTAII) j 
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RcRc?IM1T5rr?Rr 

I 

^ 28 3^ 2003 

■^T. m 3226.—PiHf^ W 

■#5Fff, 

r^[V»wi 3Tf^'4)Rt % ^ 1; ^ «hl4MR 
3T>T^ ^ 10,000-325 -15,200 % ^FFTFT + 

^^RT^ffT “HriT ^ j 

■^ (fPEa Ciifet I 


37. 

■•c 

pT^iRWtl 

cFr4»TR yls^ 
■^^rTT'Otl 

f 

p*. .-(*>111 - . 

3Tf^«hlO '4)1 
<4>|4'TR 

1 . 

•SI. ^ 

22-8-01 

22-8-01 


RlRhoHT 3Tfi7^( 3TT^) (^.) 


2 . 

(efhTcft) 

22-8-01 

22-8-01 


M^n37t 37 Rf^(3TT5) C^.) 

C^) 

3. 

( ^TtwT) '^rnkr 

28-7-01 

28-7-01 


tr. 

(•pt-) 

(^,) 


f?^fec37T 3TRl^)Tfl 



^-32012/1/2002 "‘‘Trf^('’F«n-I) ] 
T37T. %. (rK^H^Id, 3TqR 

\ 

MIN ISTRV OFHEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of ISM & H) 

New Delhi, the 28th October, 2003 

S.O. 3226 .—Consequent upon their promotion, > 
the foUow'irig officers relinquished the charge of the post 
of Medical (Officer and assumed the charge of the post of 
Senior Medical Officer in the pay scale of Rs. 10000-325- 
15200 i NPA jn the C.G.IIS., Delhi, tlicdaic of relinquished/ 
assumption charge indicated against each of the officer 
until further order: — 


' 1 Dr.(Mis.)Si^eeta 2S-7-01 2S-7-01 

A.DMg6al, (F.N.) (F.N.) 

Me^calOfiBcer 
(Hodmo.) 

INo. A-32012/iy20Q24SM^l)] 
N.K.LAKHANF¥a-, Under Secy. 

31 2003 

1948 (1948 

^16 )4^ t|F810 ^1^ 2 011 URm '4BT Tt%t ’Rtl 

3T3qj#%'IR 'pF#!ftftI 

“4?^ "t, ^PW: 


3t5^%«R»n ^3FI'RW34W7W^ tB4ft wg P^ 


34. “tlPTWHf 

413=21 •3*f9» 

(4I>) 

“ST. 

-gft 


f45W- 


Tp <re4R?ir4i) 


T?4 3R4?im, 

dftn’ii§ 



■5T. 



f4V4- 



1^TOR14, I 


Pt^-lRflRSo t?4T 

(■^r) ■q’T.^.tp. 








#n *dq 

•5T. 


-S _ ^ . -<fc.. re rs 

w 454^: 9 3ttm, 3Iigtq?Rl«r?'l- 


2003 4tii 3dl5f, #4^ I 


2003^3t«PtT 

■4'Rl? 

(i) 

("5® 


Name 

, of the officer 

Date Ol 
relinqui¬ 
shed the 
charge of 
Medical 
Officer 

Date of 
assumption 
charge of 
SMO 

Dr.R.K.Di.\it 

22-8-01 

22-8-01 

Medical Officer (Ay) 

(F.N.) 

(F.N.) 

Dr. (Mrs.) Kiran Sharma, 

22-8-01 

22-84)1 

Medical Officer (Ay) 

(F.N.) 

(F.N.) 


(ii) 



[4^.-12018/35/2002-4^.TI*T.T?:?T. ] 


H.%. 

(DiqNulmeat of HeaMi) 

^MSSectimi) 

NewDdhi, die 31st October, 2003 
S*0,3227. — ^In exercise of the power conferred by 
Sttb>secti<m (2) of Section 10 dT the Dentists Act, 1948 



[’iprn—3(ii)] 


tiTOf -m 22» 2003/ay!lgt*W .> 


(16 of 1948), the Central Govemmwit, irfter consiriu^on 
with Dental Council of India, herd>y mikes the foltewing 
amcfyin ynts in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, 

namely 

In Part-I <rf the Schedule against Serial N|uii*cr 34, 
and the entries iclatiiig thereto, the following eil^ shall 
be added, namely:— 

___- 

34. The Tamil Nadu Master of Dental (a) (Oral 
Dr.M.G.R. Surgery Medicin)e& 

Medical University, The following RadioloiW) 

Chennai. dental qpsdification The Tamp Nadu 

ishall be recognised Dr.M.GJlt 
qualificatioiK in Nfedical Ijhirver- 

lespect oi MDS sity, Chcnlpai. 
students of (b)MDS ' 

Sm«etha Dental (Periodonl^) 
College A Hospital The Tamil Nadu 


Chumai, Thiol Dr.MGJR. 

Nadu, when Medical Uniiw- 

^mited on or sity, Chennai\ 

after 9th April, 

2003 and 11th 

Apiil,2003 I \ 

respectively: [ V 

(i) MDS(Oral I \ 

Medicine mid 

Radidogy) 

(ii) MDS 
(Periodontics) 

-- P.No.V-l2O18/35/20(K^>^ 

AK. SINGH, Under 

31 31^^2003 h 

'^,311* 3228 .—1948 (|1^8 
^ 16) ^ ^ 102 SRI ^ X'^1 

^ N^W«I ^ 

^ 3^5^ % ’*iPT 1 ^ 

^5^ t, ■’tPW: ? 

1 ^ iwr "wpi 47 819 


11 ■ 

fafacH i 3T^tnt^ i < 

■S(^ 26 Q 2 ^ 

25 3ru^ 2002 V ^ 

Ute 3TOFI ^ "ni \ \ 

(i) 

>fe4l» l < 4l) I 1; \ 

(ii) j] \ 

(TR^t?8 !\ \ 

PitfaW T) ___V, 

CTtorft-l2018/24/2002i-^TpT<»ip»l 
T(o %o 3WC 


NewDelhi, the 31st October, 2003 
S.O» 3228 .—In exercise of the power conferred te 
sub-8ecticm (2)«f Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 ( M 
of 1948), theCcntral Goverranenf, after consuftation wid 
Dental Coundlef India* hereby rnaloes the following amen^ 
ments in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Ac^ 


fo Part-I (f the against Serial Number 41 


47. Gaa^ hii^r of Dental 
Untvernty of Health Smffitry 
Sa^npes, Bw^dore. Theft^owrag 

daDtait{y^ficatioiis 


re^pKictofMDS 
students of Banga¬ 
lore Institute of 
Dtaihd Sden^ 
Dangaldfe 


(a) MDS(Oraj 
MeMneA ^ 
Ra^hc^^) 
RajlivGani^) 
University CM 
HellthSciend 
Bandore, i 

(b) MDS 
(Canservativi 
Deinhsliy).. ^ 


L U ■ L M11 ^ I ^ II 


47. 311*8 (^) 

arhii 

TO. TO# % 



and2^f0^2002 


MMicinesA 
Radiology) 
^^dl^CoBsefva- 
ttveDeiM^ 


«t 
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M 31 3^^^, 2003 
3229.— 1948 (1948 

"7?^ x-at^sKi ^ ^ 31^;^ % ^ l ^faRgci 

t, •™r: 

% MFT I ^ 34 TT«IT -3^ -^^fm 



34. m-cf\^\^ 15T. 1^^. 3fc (^) Tl^.^.tr^T. 

^.3TR. 3TT^,^ (3TtT^ ^) 

f^wrqyidq. I rrmi fer cr fHdH i ^ i^, 
qi^iqv^ciH, f^: ^.31TT. 3Tf^f^iB 
cl^- 

•^‘ ( 7§f) T^TT.^.T^Tg. 

r^r^wi rrfircT ^ 13 ;*?. 

♦ii'qoiMi'O ^.3?TT. 31T ^[<f^H 

22-233^2003, (t?) TI*?.'#.'^^?. 
24-253#?, 2003 (TlT ^>^ l fecH? ) 
3%25 3#r, 2003 ^H<rld l § ^, 13 ^. 
^ 3?8Ti:?r-g??%cii^ #.3?n; 


(i) 

( 3 #^ 'M'jjO) 

(ii) i^*T.^.T3:??, 

(iii) T^.^.-qj^T. 
(W«Tt^lfeRT) 




[ ^o 1 2018/6/2003-"^ioT^proT^;??© ] 

"Ct® 3TqX^f^q 

New Delhi, the 31st October, 2003 

S.O. 3229.—In exercise of the power conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with 
Dental Council of India, hereby makes the following amend¬ 
ments in Pan-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:— 

In Part-i of the Schedule against Serial Number 34, 
and the entries relating thereto, the following entries shall 
be added, namely;— 


S^TheTknilNadu Master of D^ital (a)MDS(Oral 
Dr. M.G.R Medical Sui^ery Sur^ry) 

Univei^ty,.Chennai.Tlie following The Thmil Nadu 
dental qualification Dr, MG.R. 
shall be recognised Medici 
qualifications in University, 
respect of MDS Oiennai. 
students of Rajas (b) MPS 
Dental College, (Conservation 
\^dakangulam Dentistry) 

Dist; Tirunelveli, The Thmil Nadu 
, Tamil Nadu,when Dr.MGR 

granted on or after hfedical 
22-23 April, 2003, University, 

24-25April, 2003 Chennai, 
and 25th April, (c)MI>S 
2003 r^pectively: (Prosdiodon- 

(i) MDS(C)sal tics) 

‘ . Surgery) TheTamilNadu 

(ii) hfl>S(C 0 Bser- Dr. MGR 
vative Dentistoy) Medical 

(iii) MDS (Prpstho University, 

_ dontics) Chennai. 

[RNo.V 12018/6/2003-PMS] 
A.K. SINGH, Under Secy. 

ii 

’^o%o 3220 % ■»?PT II, 13^5-3 

(ii)3gTO'^ ^.3C?T. U 2581 13-9-2003 % ?!:q 

Mfwr ^ f^ ^ r criq 

^ #PF2-9-2003 ^ 3C?ft?^'dr.?r %-130l 1 / 2 / 97 -Tr.'^.U 

^ ^ 1 

[ 1ET. %-13011 /2/97-Tr.^.^. W II ] 

/ 

I!. %. 1^?^, 

MINISTRY OFENVmONMENT AND FORESTS 
(Natkmal River Conservation Directorate) 

New Delhi, the I Ith November, 2003 
S.O.3230. —The Ministry of Environment and For¬ 


ests, 

No. R-13011/2/97-NRCD-II dated 2-9-2003 puWiidied in Part 
II, Section 3, sub-section (ii) of the Gazette of India as S.O. 
No. 2|5 81 dated 13-9-2003 is herein rescinded. 

[FileNo. K-13011/2/97-NRCD-n] 

■ !' A.K. SIN^,lftiderSecy 




Mror ^ TFTO : 22, 2003/3nn5m 1, 1925 


iqgWT iriN yHiHUn 

^ 29 2003 

^.^TL 3231.— (IRT^) 1983 

%1wr 43%^«1^fl 1952 (1952^ 

37) # m 5 ^ (7) % ^ imw 

^ f^ y*?F*R arftiraRUT 

(T3[^.#.l?.-^.) -if 

^ 09-03-2003 ^ ^ ai!qf^T % 3T«iqT 3TT^ 

^ ^ -ar^ 11 

w, '3^ 

MINBIKY OF imimuaiOH and 

broadcashno 

New Delhi, the 29th September, 2003 
S.O. 3231 <—loexn$t$e^|Ket^t^rs conferredhy 


$hii A. K. Srivastaya (lOFS : 92) as Regionj^ Office; 
Central Board of Film Certification, Kol^aUiln the|i>a 
scale Rs. 12000>375-16500 on defydtadtbh liHiisis^^J^ 
poriod of four years from 30-09*2003 (AN)^I^^ ^ 
ther orders, wMcheyer is earlier. i \ 

[No.80y4i2002-F(C]j 
P. P. NAYAR, SecticmOffica 
4 3^1^, 2003 

3233.—(9*7TO*T)1^Pm, 1983 
3 jirfdtl ’iWPNsi 1952 (1952 ^ST 37 ) ^ 

3^-3q«Bir (i) ^ro v r fiwqf m yqhr^^ 

^ %^?(W fiw ym«H atGtsjf u 

vH'lflPi4» ^pmr •^‘ 16 2003 ^ 

3T«r8tT aai^ w, ^ 'qir4 


809/TQ/2003rrT^('Bl) | 


1952 (37 of 1952) r^W^Rl^ 43 
(Certificatkm) Rul^, 19^ 

pleased to extend the peiiod Of deputation in respect of 
Sliri V. K Sham^Secfetuy, Film <Certffieation A]n>ellate 
Tribunal (FCAT), for a poiod cfcmc year we.f 09-03-2003, 
or until forther orders, wbicheyer is earlier. 

, fHlehfo. 801/I3/9W^“- 

visffVAjrr SAH^ 

^ 22 2003 

y»T.3rT. 3232 .—(WH) 1983 % 

fWT 9 % ■BT«T 

(2) wwt 

^ ^0^0 92) 

WOR -4)^, ^ 12000-375-16500^ % 

f^rtr^ 30-09-2003 (^'R^) 4 

% ^ ■ •. 

New DeOd, the 22i^(>i:t6b^,2003 

S.O. 3i232.->-lniex6rciseofdie powers conferred by 
Sub-section (2) of Section 5 of ^ i^neinatoi^ph^^ A^ 
1952 readwithffoteOoftheCinemsno^t^^ 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2003 


sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Cinematograph Act 
1952 (37 oi 1952) read w^ rule 3 of the Cinematogrm^ 
((>»1iilc^dn) B^es, 1983, t^ Governing Af 


Idth Oefober, ^)03 

'fort^iB«i^-^^<difohe^'&eia^^ ; j 

[F:'No.809/lQa003-F(Q 
yiSHmhr SAHAV; Dy Sec^ 

(yrf^ 

•^fe^/6 2003 f 

m,m 3234.—Wn ( aw i f^el 

1964%f^12%^1WT:(2)%^ 
(awif^el 3d^#m, i96i 

(1963 m 22) ■apt <im 7 ^ ^q«tro (1) sm y ^ d i wfoqqf ^ 

R. 11, 

’PR, ■^R^-60G020 ^ "5®? aRrtrHfR 106 

y»#c-^e055 t, ^ 
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to examiii^ the method of in^)ectkm followed 
by them in granting the certificate of inqjec- 


3t4cI^ V<r^^, "to 

45(Wfl 


'4. ^.3TT. 3975 cTHt^ 20 1965 % ^ 



•4 HF=m t, _3T4cl^ 


(i) "4^ 

(^-ialkii)%M?t(M^)^m, 1965% 
fifqv\ 4 % fi'^?fl'>l yHI«IH5(■^ % fcn<, on^ 
sra 37^ ^ ^ % 

a^fi^ebiRAif ^ ^(^srant %ft 1 


tk)n under nile 4 of the Export of Mmwrals and 

Ores (Group I ^d H), (imqjection) Rules, 
1965; 

0i) thatM/s.Bssen&Co.,Cheiuiaimtheperfor- 
mance of their ftiQclion under this nc^ification 

shall be bound by such directives as the 
Director (Inflection and Quality Control) 
^e writing fioin time to tune. 

(FileNo.5/l/2003-EI&P] 

RAJ SINCH, Dy. Secy. 

M 13 2003 


(ii) -4^ 13;^^ ^rq#, 

% WTT (fRtteR 

3ffT ^R1 

[^ 0^0 5/172003-'^ 

TF5T Ri^, ^fi 

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2003 

S.O. 3234.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
Sub-section (I) of Section 7 ofthe Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-nile 
(2) of rule 12 ofthe Export (Quality Conuol and Inflection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recognises for 
a period of three years from the date of publication of this 
notification. M/s. Essen & Co., located at No. 11 Third 
Main Road. Indira Nagar, Acfyar, Qiennai-600020 andhaving 
their Head office at No. 106, 8th Main Road, Malleswaram 
West, Bangalore-560055, as an agency for the inspection 
of Minerals and Ores Grot?)-! namely Iron Ore, Manganese 
Ore& Group II namely Feldspar, Red Oxide, Yellow Orche, 
Calcined Magnesite, Steatite & Barytes, specified in the 
Schedule anne.xed to the Ministry of Commerce Notification 
number S O. 3975, dated 20th December, 1965, prior to 
export at Chennai, subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 


3235.— 

^ 1964 % 3 % wr ■qfett W?r 

1963 (1963 'm 22 ) 

^ ttitr 3 ?pw 3 P^ vfRw^f ^ ' 5 % 10 

2PQ2 ^ TRsir ^.arr. 723( 3 t) 7 

PiHlwRafl :— 

# % ^wTw I^WFi ^ 

PnOtiw 

[ ^ 0^0 3 / 5 / 2002 -^ 3n^ ^ ^ 41] 


NewDelfo, the 13thNoveitibcr, 2003 

S.O. 3235.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Export ((Quality Control and Inspection) 
Act, 1%3 (22 of 1%3), read with nile 3 of the Export 
((Quality Owitrol and Infiectkm) Rules, 1964, the Central 
Governmeait makes the following modification with effect 
fi«m7thNwen*er, 2003 in the Notification No. S.0.723(E) 
dated 10th July, 2002: 

Shri Abhijit Sengipta, Additional SecreUuy, Depart- 
m^t of Commerce is appointed as Chairmim ofthe Export 
Inflection Council vice ShriL.V Sf)tharishi. 


(i) That M/s. Essen & Co. Chennai shall give [FileNo.3/5/2002-EI&P] 

adequate facilities to the officers nominated 

by the Export Inspection Council in this behalf RAJ SNCSJ, Dy. Secy. 


[Mmn—^p»g 3 (ii)] 2063 /artr^ 7279 

28 5JH?^, 2003 . . ;; 

'SRf, m. 3236.—Mllqohld^ro^lt^ ^ (q^K <ihi^ % 

w Mt fti 311^ ^) ^ 3^5B -mw 3Tf«if?m •qrr 

( hT s ^ 'm 3Tgi?i?7i) 'Pm, 1987 % “sqaTilf % f aftr ■arm qit ■^Nmr 11¥ ■^* Mt ■3q?T ■*#5^ 

3m; 3m ■ 3 am 3?ftrf^ ^ m 36 qji (7) ^ (8 ) ?ri Tmtn ^ ^ 

■^/38^ ^rmR3, 3 rsnqr^, ^T^-390019 ^I^PiPhr^mnltn (mr^m^ 2) ^ 

*jisRTr%^: 3im^#m, «aw<)%'*Tfs^qji, 

3n^1^’^09/2003i^85m^^ 

^nd 3^tT M*Mf^Kl 

*3q!T'»#5^('^'^‘T^3nf%^')'q^ PlfW^3TO^^'d^3Tmift?T^i1^'3qq?^tl 
Pp. Tn. ^ 50 m 11 3Tmi m! (^) qn'qpT i m 11 ^^Tpf 3m^q'5^^ 11^««b'i w( 3iPr?rcT 

<»^q^<rH I Wah ^nfel 1151415 H'^gf iftm 'TOT 11 3Hq^■^^l 230 3^^ 50 

qra PT5?r Tim ^ ^ 11 

^•T^tl 


I 



^ W^R 3^ qrer^'g^mRI (12) 

3i^*ft^ yHm45i%3f?ii?r, <iffl ftPiM^di ski 3fd Rh^sk, fs^i5 H,%3I5?ir<*?!< mrit'd '^■^, 

•q« rf gl?n 3 ftT a w4MK:ii % Hl H aH 34<6< P| 1 Pi. m 50 PT. Til Tm> ‘’^“■RFT% 100 "d 50,000 

mwT 3mra^ () ^ irm 3ftT 100 Pi. Tn. m "^TiP 3iPmr % ’ * ^ m % Pm 500 ^ 50,000 ^ ^ P TTmm m 3mwT 

(l^5T)qitlimTlf^50%.Tn.Wqft3lPmmmiTT^f 3 tP *’^’*^1X10^, 2xlp^-m5x10^%tPlTlP%«Rim>-qT 

Tgnnmi ^jjnN>11 

[m TT. I^q.-21( 140)/2001 ] 
■^. T?;. <t)WJii^fci, PiPmi'qrT Pmrr 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Departoieiit (rf Coiisiiiiier^^ 

New Delhi, the 28th October, 2003 

S.O. 3236.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said rejtort (sec fixate given below) is in {tonformfty ^th the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Ac^ 191^ (60 of1976) the 

(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is liki^ 

render accurate service under varied conditions; ;■ - ■ 

• ■ ■ ■■■-. ■ ‘ 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Stg>-secti6ns (7>and(8)QfSection36 ofthe 5 aid Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate Of approval of the mfxld of the self-indicating, 
non-automatic, (Table type) weighing instrument with digital indication Of ’‘ME-IO* series of High aocuiSey (Accuracy 
class II) and with brand name "ME-IECH" (herein referred to as Ae Model)iM^utai^ K^s. Makwa&ti Enteipiise, 
D/38/A, Sardar Estate Road No. 3, Ajava Road, Baroda-39()019aiid vfdnch is assigned the ^toval mark !NDA)9/2003/385; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge load cell based type weighing instnunoit with a 
maximum capacity of 10 kg and minimum capacity of 50g. Theverification scale interval (e) is Ig. Ithas a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emittingdiode display indicate the weighing result The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50-Hertz alternate current power supply; ' 

Seal!n g: In addition to ^ing the stamping plate, sAng is to^revent the openingmachine feu fiaiidulent 

practices. . .. 





Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the said Section, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shatl also cover the Weighing instrument of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50kg ai^ with imiiibCTpf verification scale interval(n) 
in the range of 100 to 50,000 for 'e' value of Img to 50ing and with nuniber of verification scale inteTval(n) in the range of 500 
to 50,000 for 'e' value of lOOmg or more and with 'e* value IxlO*^, 2x10*^, or 5x10*^, kbeingthe positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy 
and with the same materials with which, the approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(140)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMQORTHY, Director, Legal Metrology 








2003/3nTgmi, 192S _ 7281 j 


‘■*l^f^,28 3T«»^2003 j 

m. anr. 3237 .— fqftq 

^ Ttor (^ ^ -T^ ^) W 3?k 1976 (1976 ^ 60) W HR W ^ HPWr I 

( HTg<rff Hil ^ j*l^<;H ) fWT, 1987 t W W'’^ HHIHTrt ^ WiraR H^T^ 

*?Hl4qi <.<i*ll 3rfk F!iF4^ mRR^RihC ^«ii si<iii>i»<ni i^Mi; I 

3m:, 3R, %s04 M<<hK 8<M srf^iPm^HTO36^HRHRT (7) sJkHRHRTCS) SW W Hft(l4f HSTH^JlnHSlj 
HHmrnr^ZWRH, '^/3S/% 3, amnmTte, Hl5t^-390019 gw ftPlWqHSRH (H*n4qTH*f niyHI^**1(*T i 

(1^ ■*^fs^ wwf)3?k ^^09/2003/386 ^Brn w t, 3?3*Tt^ wm i 

Hrft 3^^ Tmilf^Rr HJml'%; 

3^<-ti:iqH ^wmioom ti mHHH 3imT>^(if)HRHH5Tn. tt’^Hy3n^<<jlHH ^fai t 

5l4^5 ilgvl OH<i|><.^ 230 3jh 50 : 

mrr WT 11 

3 rf?rf^, 3 iMi‘i ^'4 aqqfjiU% ^ ^«Vi *^*41 j 



3?>^ HTRTTC ”3^ HRT (12 ) IgRl Tl^ HWPff Hit H^HTOT ^HIT HWHf W3IW HTH?T ^ 

wTO%3iq*tfl 6^1 l^Mqi fii<i <i«1 f^^ini, ftPiPiq otiT*^<a<ii 

hh% 1^3fkioo'^io,ooGHV^ 

H I MMH 3iq<W (^) 3 ?It 5 TIT. HI 3Tftpf* % Rflu SOO"^ 10,000 n"f» HlfT 

3Tm^(1^^)^^Hf^50%.Tn.Tm>TI^3rfH^J^ ’‘f’HIHI xIO^, 2x10^ hi5x10^ 

cmrnrm hi ifewiiw«st; ■'jh^tht 11 j 

[m T^»T.-2l( 140)/2001 j 


3305GI/2003—4 
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New Delhi, the 28^1 Omoba; 2003 

S.O. 3237.-~Whereas the Central Government, after coasideniig the iqxMt sutaoiaed to it the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said repeat (aeetito ftgiae^ven below) is in oot^vniity with the 
^ revisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, t976 f60 of f9?6)^aiid toe Standards of and Measures 

(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likdy tonakditoi^aoctoaGy «iw»f pw inrie of t mrtainfd uceand to 
render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Snb«ieotions (7)and(8)of SecliQn36oftoesaid Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the cothScaleof jtopioval of toe Modd of toe 
non-automatic, (Table ^pe) wei^ng instrument with digital mdicttHMi of 'l^flET-30''setics of toedinm accaiiacy 
(Accuracy class III) and with brand name "ME-TECH” (herein referredto as toeKfedel), mui^KlittedbyM/s. Makwana 
'uicrprise. D/38/A, SardarEastateRoadNo. 3, AjavaRoad,Baioda-39(X>19andvtoichisassigiiodtoeappiDvalramkIND/ 

Ihe said model (see the figure given below) is a strmn gauge load cell based typr unfjghin^ tattfameiit with a 
iiiaxinium capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The vaificationficdeialefvd<c)4S%. tthaaataiedevioewito 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emit tin g diode diqriity mtocates toewdl^iiag naatt Ite wwiw^tni^int 
operates on 230 volts and 50-Heitz alternate cunent power su|ply; 

Scaling: In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is done to prevent toe openii^ niadiuie ferfraodnlem 

practices. 



Further, in exercise of the no - <»rs conferred by Sub-section (12) of the said Sectkni, toe Central Government 
hereby declares that this ccititicate of approval of the Model shdl also (xtver the we^lu^ in^iusient of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto S(^ and with mimberd'verifiGationscale hiteival(n) 
in the range of 100 to 10,000 for *e' value of lOOmg to 2g and with nynd)erofv^ificatiotrsoalentnval(n)to^toe raageof 500 
to 10,000 for ’e’ value of 5g or more and with 'e' value 1 1(^, 2^ 1(^, w 5x 10*^, kbeing tbepositiveorsi^Rdve wfaote number 
or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufecturer in accmdance with the same ptincif^,4eaiga, aocura^ mid with 
the same materials with which, the approved Nfedel has been manuftictured. 


[F.No.^-21(140)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, l^rector, L^al Metrology 
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28 3W^ 20(B 

■^^T. 3W. 3238,—UW TT^I si^ PmK ^ ^WWR^*!*IT t ^ 

1976 (1976^^ 60 ) 

('»fe?f ^ 3f3^) 1987% "39#^% 313^:9 ' 

^*wp%Tinn^T%*n3lK W%*T mRiM m^ih «t>wi 

3mj, 3Wi %j^‘?R3!KW3rf%%m%t«»ra36%^'^^ 3 % wro (8) si^i Ji4hi 

Httmm jg<siH 3i , -^^ 1 ^ 38 /^ mw 3 ,3wwr^, ^r ^-390019 CRi W^Pffl »wi!^%n 

<%** *f8rar%^: ^qjwr, 8 hw (TPi5R)%^Trew^, 

^-%p**% (f^w^^#Rrw*wr%) t> 3i5*%;?i3Rn»m 

'>11^1 xwfvn %; 

3R>R^ m ^ 31Wlfel fl>lH 113|fi|^8*T «w*mi 
50^ Tit 3 ft t gjPWff 100HI. %\ W*< I *W HlMn W >ai»q<if^ (l^) *^H STIT. % ^Pw% yi^ ai Ri<i\i > 

«W%»<^»W W> <8fig ITMW^ I M^IVI 3 w 4^ 8l4ts qt<?n o»«wRfq «T»^q>% I <»H«=I><.«1 230 SO 

uwi^inff ^ro «»w4 <i»<w% I 

^N* l 3i%ftaRI, WVr{^ Kiatfitf%Rr,i^ «\<n ^ 



3^ 

^q^i«faT 3 ?l< «w 4 m^« i% <ftw 3M^<m sm’^r^fTT^arf^ % **i$**’*TFr% 1 ^ 500 ^ 10,000 

Tn33RRR^(il?i)%1^^50f%.m^300f%.mTW%1^%t3if%wH^^ , 2 x 10 % 

5x10% % 1 %H^f % 3 ii«in?^«T» V'^ ^ ^ % I 

[m a. T^.-21 (140 )/20011 
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New Delhi, the 28th October, 2003 

S.O. 3238.—Whereas the Central Government, ^ier considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with t he 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Wrights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likefy to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to 
render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 ofthe said Act, 
the Central Government herdjy issues and publishes the certificate of ^proval of the model of the self-ihdicating, 
non-automatic, (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of "MEP series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class III) and with brand name "ME-TECH" (herein referred to as UieKfodel), manufectured by M/s. Makwana Enterprise, 
D/38/A, Sardar Hastate Road No. 3, Ajava Road, Baroda-390019and^diichis assigned the^pioval markIND^/2003/387; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge load cell based type weighing instrument with a 
maximum capacity of 50 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g It has a taredevice with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode diq>lay indicates the weighing result The tmrfnimfnt 
operates on 230 volts and 50-Hertz alternate current power siqrply. 

Sealing: In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is dcme to prevent the opening machine for fraudulent 
practices. 



Further, in exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub-se<rion (12) ofthe said section, the Central Government herriiy 
declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of similar make, 
accuraq' and performance <rfsame series with maximum capacity ranging firom 50kg to 30(Mcg and with number verification 
scale interval(n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for 'e* value of 5g (Mr more and with 'e* value 1 x 10*^, or 2x 10*^, or 5x 10**, kbcing 
the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by thie same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the proved Model has been manufectured. 

[F.No.WM-21(140)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMCXDRTHY, Director, Legal Nfetiology 
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^ 28 2003 

3ffo 3239» —^!(tq W B K ^, Vi!^ 1, BIfl ^ 

3T5»?t^3Rr>r^%i5?f«r 

'ftfm ^ ) W H I H HH% 1976 (1976 ^ 60) TWT *lie fl«n HIM HM9> ^ 3»yfHpT]t 

1987 % % 3T39^ 1ura ^ t ftr wimu y4)M ^ araPx^ 

MRR* 4 Rl 4 f ^ imn i^*ii; I 

«T?t:, 3W, ^*ITO36^^Wro (3) ^ftT'SWTT (7) 

y 4 tM ^r^ft«rT'5ir^% 5110/3,81070 ?ww^m si<i ftPiWn ofii Awl A« jiW 4 

(^fetlT) TITo %o 17/#, ^ wt, N i e»^H< -^-400086 gTO filH hWH- in »|R*44 j 

(^O 112001, 0960) «re^^'*#’#«ii'f»'i^*'% (f 

^ gn^TrT#/13/2003/4411W3^1%qT y9ili> R I 

t; 



25^<IW 1 «I»|4 «*iqi 1 

^rfira^ iraig ^ 60 <ri1^</P<H<^ ^nrg ^ 6 i^ i •qw ^ i^ i mIjii 'iRu-i % 

i^7 3T#^ ^■##'jr^ 5 <H#*l TP# ^ o'mRiq ## il" I 0.05% % xwW ± 0.^ 

[95ro -^fo T^o-2i (66 )/20oi] 
#o T^o ^jw^pjRr, 'Pif^> '*iN 
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[Part H—Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 28th October, 2003 

S.O. 3239.— Whereas the Central Government, after ocmsidering the report submitted to it 1^ the prescribed 
authority, along with the Model approval' certificate issued by the N^herkinds Kfeetinstitutt, Hugo de Ooo^lein 1, 
Dordrecht, The Netherlands, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in 
conformity with the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of 
Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the saidModel is likely to maintain its accuracy over periocte 
of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to Sub-section (3)aiidSub-flecti(m(7) 
of section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government herdiy pi^lidies the certificate (rf ^^iroval of the Nfode^af U*G 
Fuel dispenser brand name PDMPA of YGM series (No. 112001 -0960) (heremafter refered to as the'Mbdel*) matt^fectmed 
by Yenen Engineering Ltd, Semestin Gunalta Cad. 110/3,810070 Suadiye Istabnul, Turkey and sold in wi£^io|it any 
alteration or additions by M/s Gas Projects (India) Pvt. Ltd. , 17/C, Shiv Shakti Industrial Estate, LBS Marg, Ghadcopar West, 
Mumbai-400 086, and which is assigned the approval marie IND/09/2003/441; 



The Model is a LPG Fuel dispenser working under maximum pressure (tf’25 bm and rmnmiiunpressufeof 1 bar, wdi 
a maximum flow rate of 60 litre/minute and minimum flow rate of 6 litie/niBmlebelongii^ to aomracy class 1. Thepriiici|de 
of measurement is positive displacement. The measured quantity is indfeted on a 7 digits LCD fiv vobime and S 

digits display for price. The measuring unit has an adjusting range of ^ 0.5%^in of 0.05%. 

[F.No.mi-21(66y2003] 
PA. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director, Metndogy 
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[ VXn n—3(ii) ] _ HRB ^ WWf: 22> 2003/gTO8m 1, 1S25 


18 2003 

3240.—liTORT) 1957 (1957 ^20) (1^ 

^ «RO 7 (1) % *BTlf «<«W< % «Pi'a» ( *»>I««H1 Pi’fl’l) 

3ff«I^4=ITU ^.3ir. 1083 («I) 11^41^^2000^ W%7nPW, H, ^ 3, ■S'refe (ii) 4 2000 IJtWftm 

^ ^ 3Tp^^aR ^ 313^ ^ ^'JpT ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ 4ffMPW R qW 8 % gT3^R:<>t ^ RmT*^ ^ % ; 

44)^1 «<«hK ^ % Hr4nv'*I8 ’Fl 

wi*^ <H 3 ^ ^^tfSRr 259.860 vj^ (wnm) ’n 105.169 (wm) ^jp? anfSw 

3T?T: ^■t4>K 4<W 4i l 4(r1l <sn^^ (31^2^ft^5RT) ■©ifePinH, 1957 (1957 W20) ^«IRr9^'3W9 

( 1 ) ^RJ1P5^9f^Rf^ WIRW'^B^'59, 313^^^’rf^PI 259.860 »^<»4S 105.164 

%^ ( wni^) ^ ^8^ 3pT 3Tfi?4»n: 3T^ 1^ “^IRt f ; 

9 ^ 3Tf^!i^85n 3f?pf?r 3n^ ^ ^ %>«ii4» ^ 9 ^. '^M. '^. C^.'^.i?®^'^) 3 mfat<ti^ 

2002/26 8TfN 22 2002 w PiO^am 4><i4g^ gf^gT (‘^slw) «h'wifl4 ^ ^)*Am p!4i<4», 1, «i>i«(wi % 

^r4{H4 H8H^ 4^^'h\<r€^ *%. Pf*T*l fq'HiM, -aii'jlci P»^k ^<Hf, ^OT^I3^-768020 ( «^^Sl) % fl|>i«4lci4 "if ^ 

<1^*111 1 

3t^d PlWliUI 4f^Ml'*i^l 


1?*T. Ht. T^./t](H. 1?. '^.p^.'^.) ("^ it T^'4t)/3?*m P»«iit''i/02/26 niCl's 22-11 -02 ) 


iF.'i 

Tim ^’8’T 


3%^ «IHT 

1^ 

^(1^) 

___ .. •*- 

1 

gKT’JIS 'VK 

82 


3T35T 

124.350 


2. 


85 


3in^ 

135.10 

’fl*» * 





259.8603^ (Wl’l*!) 

105.164%^ (^pm) 

---^^ 


Hm 3Hr4 l <H< l < ( MPT ) if 34fSld 

1 (MI*T), 2(MI*T), 3(Mm), 4(^), 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 (^), 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, (MI*T), 24, 25 ('IPT), 27 
26 (MI*T), 27 (MFT), 29(^) 
mn ( MHT ) if 3!r5ld n*»^ MI«J 

160 (MFT)449(MFT), 450(^), 1686(^), 1687, 1700,1701 (MPT), 1702, 1716, lfl8, 1719, 1720, 1721, 1722<’4*1), 17t3 
( ’8*1), 1720/5992 3|k 1702/6122 

€|0fH ; _ _ 1 

4147 ni(l<a 11.10.1976 ^RTgrf^lTT’i^ k. ^ 

■i. 2 3jk 3 4it it ^T gftr^iit^^yggny^ ^rnP^n it^r^ i\<a> fi<.3**7g" nq> % ftw: 

^ “tt” 84?9i 45t 3ft? ^ ^ U 13 % ^ 11 

^>8812, 11 gjk 10^-'rfNit^%'?8«T-^1^‘jV* 

•^iidt % I 
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18 1 -3^ Hili IT. 

^ ^’ (T^ T;%ar -sbI 3TtT Wat 11 

^1^“^’'^^t^^%WU160.449.450,3?ln723^^^fiaur^3fk1^“V*^tl7w\w 

WU 1718 1716 6122 1702 W^t I 

^ T<rTR ■^. 1701 VFT 1700 ^”3^ 3?It^#» n 1687 ^Tjff Utm 3?k 

U 1686 qq> 'Jiidltl 1686,1722,1701 MV^q 

'WU 1719 ^^;fW'1FT^^3itT^t3?tT3JT:T^U 172217246434 
^ "^tR^'IFT ^?iWt ^ 1^ * * 3 " ^3n?ft 11 

cR^T5n3'?T. 1723'^^t^^l>T,4)^‘gfUl^**3”lfy^lRftt’^^ < l 
t l^^-nra 23, 25, 29, 26, 27 3?tT3^ 5l4R 

[4 43015/20/98-^o3in:o3||^o^*^o] 

MINISTRY OF COAL 
New Delhi, the 18th November, 2003 

S.0.3240.—Whereas by the notification of the Govermnent cf India in the Ministry of Coal, SO. No. 1083 (E) 
dated 4th December, 2000, issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas (AcquisidQn and Development) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred toas the saidAct)andp(d)lishedindK Gazette oflndiainPart-II,Secti€ni-3, Sub- 
section (ii) dated the 4th December 2000, the Central Government gave rK>tice of its intention to acquire lands and ri ghts in 
the locality specified in the Schedule appended to that no tificati on; 

And, whereas the competent authority in pursuance of Section 8 of the said Act has made his report to the Central 
Government; 

And, whereas, the Central Govenunent after considering the repmt aforesaid and after consulting the Govermnent 
of Orissa is satisfied that the land measuring 259.860 acres (approximately) or 105.164hectares (approximate) described in 
the Schedule, appended hereto should be acquired. 

Now, tlierefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Se-section (1) of Section 9 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that all rights in or over the land measuring 259.860 acres (appioxiinately) or 105.164 hectares 
(approximately) described in the said Schedule are hereby acquired. 

The Plan bearing NO.MCL/SAMB/GM (CP&P)/AnantaExt./2002/26 dated 22-11-2002 of the area covered this 
notification may be inspected in the office of the Collector, Angul, (Orissa) or in the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council • 
House Street, Kolkata, or in the office of the Mahanadi Coalfields Limited (Corporate Planning Dqjtt.), Jagriti Vihar, Burla, 
Dist. Sambalpur-768020 (Orissa). 

SCHEDBU: 

Ananta ExtensiMi Project 
Ihlcher Coalfirid (JagsuuuUh Area) 

District: Angul (OriMa) ^ 

All Rights 

(Plan No. MCUSAMB/CGM (CP)/ANANTA EXT./2002/26 dated 22-11-02 


Serial No. 

Milage 

P.S. No. 

P.S 

District 

Area in Acres 

Remarlcs 

1. 

Allahadn^gar 

82 

IMcher 

Angul 

124.350 

Part 

Z 

Hensmul 

85 

Talcher 

Angul 

135.510 

Part 


Ibtal 259.860 Acres (^^roxiinately) 

a 

105.164Ifo. (^Tprmdmatety) 






I 

i 


3(ii)3 


;. ■■ i . <t .- .. ■ . ■-:' | ----—.. i 
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Plot nmribos acquiied in village Altahadrefflf ^ ^*^^5***^’ 

20.21,22,23(Part),24,25(Part).26,27(1^Wid29^SH^, : ^ • 

Plotnunibeis acquiied iflviUageHcnsin^ (Part): - 4pOipP^5^ ifiSwflPia^ 170 , 

1716,1718,1719,1720,1721,1722(1^), 1723(toXl’?2Q^^^^5^*>*^l ■ 

Boundary DescriptioD - 


A-B-C- Une starts from point “A" wbi^ U Crt)ssiilg ppiat at 
Allahadnagar and cwnmonboimdary of «»a* tiA* 

line proceeds towards north up to point . 
of plot no. 13. 





C-D-E- Then the line moves along the western and nmuiem Dounoaiy oar j^ no. 13 andw«saiE*^aii^^ of plot | 

no 12,11 and l0uptopoint‘T3^ThereaftertiiclinepiooecdsalongthenorthernWideasteniboundaiyof^no.lOmid r 
northern and eastern boundary of ptotiw. 16 and 15 iq? to point “E”. ‘ 

E-F-G-Lmepassesthroughtherntddkofplotnol8andtheno(verpartwestcrn,northernandcastcinbouiid^^ ; 

irfot no. 17 and again passes through idot no 18 up to pmnt “F on the common of villages Allah ad n agar and j 

Hensmul further iH-oceeds towards south on the same cornrnon boundmy #tb p<ant^ j 

G-H-I- From point “G” the line moves towards south through pkt nos. 160,449^ 450mnl 1723 (rfvillag^aismul I 
up to point “H”. Then the line passes over northern boundary Qfjdat no. 17It, northern and eastmn boundary of [dot no. 

17 1 6, eastern boundary of i^ot no. 6122 and 1702 up to pointer. j 

I-J-K- The line proceeds over the partnorthern boundary of phiit r^ XTO1, nwdieraand CMteriibottnda y of 

no 1700, eastern boundary of plot no. 1687 and part eastein boundary of|^ no. 1^ op to 

towards west through plot nos. 1686, 1722 .1701 aral 1722, to part southern boundip_rf^^ 

throughplotno. 1722 ,partnorthernbouritoryetfplotno. 1724andnb|^bouriJ^ 

K-L-A- The line proceeds towards west through plot no. 1723 vp to i which B &e hyyiicti^ pt^ of 

village Hensmul and Allahadnagar. Then the Une proceeds towards west through plot no.23,25,29,26,27 and 3 ofvdlagc 
A llahadnagar and meets at the starting point “A’*. 

IF. No. 43015/20/98-FRIW] 

A A A«r n n Vt a'T^T Tn 


6 W»R, 2003 

^.OT. 3241.—%^ % i > jir<P W 3(h -aPra (HP' ^ ^ at snk) 

(19^2 ^ 50) ^ 3 (1) 

apt Wl^%''TaOT^ a T r»<<i4H I TOa i^4:t.3n. 696, 2002, 

.Jft ■?, TW % fire -qfWPipn fii wwren ^ ^ am fi Wffips -mi % j 

Rtw^ %)P»aw ^aifaro ai ai-jn * arifi atitrej 

opt 'tI; 

^ vHnd, 2003^ 4 2CX}3 q«t> 

afft afiiaifi fi, m aiftiPm ^ «iro 6 aft mro (i) fir atnln ^.<14 «*«r ^ 1 ^ t: 

afir wsR fi, m iWti a fimm^ firmm ar mm ^ -anfi 4? fis m 

^ 6 (4)m 9^^ ^ ^ ^% fhr 


3305 Gl/2003—5 
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?nff % 3T#T ^ f^Tc^FFit ^ 


3’3W»' 




-^mtn. 



• 


12 3 

4 

5 



00-01-00 


25/3^ 

00-01-00 


127^ 

00-10-00 


57^'#^ 

00-11-00 


28/11^ 

OOHW-OO 

<^l0qd1 

48/e^ 

00-01-00 



00r05-00 

dN 

38A)'# 

OO^OMX) 



00-04-00 


35/iN^ 

00-31-00 


35 

00-13-00 


34 ■’ft 

00-20-16 


331^7! ■’ft 

00-09-00 


32lftn^ 

00-08-00 


32/4^2 ■’ft 

00-13-00 


29-4^ 

00-22-00 


19/2 ^4^ 

00-12-00 



00-02-00 


14/1 it 

00-12-00 


^6ioit^ 

00-32-00 


^snit 

00-00-06 


^oni^ 

00-27-00 


AOJlit 

00-09-00 


148/1 it 

00-12-00 


148/2 

00-12-00 


8/2^ 

00-06-00 


167/T4hft 

00-04-00 


157/24^ 

00-02-00 


139n’’ft 

00-12-00 


139/2’’ft 

00-11-00 


139/5^4^ 

00-04-00 


139«4^ 

00-01-00 


139^4^ 

00-01-00 


138/1-qt 

00-05-00 
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1 2 

3 4 

5 


138/2"^ 

00-06-00 


128/2 "4^ 

00-08-00 


126/1 ir 

00-17-00 


126/3 

00-22-00 


126/2 ■'ft 

00-02-00 


123/0'^ 

00-53-00 


121/1 ■'ft 

00-23-00 


121/2 ■'ft 

00-12-00 


100/2 ■'ft 

00-12-00 


107/1 ■^t 

00-30-00 


107/4’ft 

00-01-00 


106/2 ■'ft 

00-02-00 


106/1 

00-01-00 


106/3’ft 

00-08-00 


105/3’ft 

00-00-10 


105/14’ft 

00-00-20 


105/2’ft 

00-83-00 


105/13’ft 

00-04-00 


5/1’ft 

00-12-00 


5/2’ft 

00-^00 


• .6/1’ft 

00-17-00 


10/1’ft 

00-23-38 


11/T’ft 

00-03-00 


11/2’ft 

OOf-18-00 


IIM’ft 

00-01-00 

• 

■19/4’ft 

00-17-27 


22AI’ft 

00-18-00 


22/3’ft 

00-30-00 


^/1’ft 

00-08-00 


25/2’ft 

00-05-00 


25/9’ft 

00-01-00 


60/3 Tft 

00-07-00 


60/2 ift 

00-01-00 


60M’ft 

00-03-00 


S9/2’ft 

00-18-00 


S9/3’ft 

00-14-86 


62/13’ft 

00-03-00 


62/10'^ 

00-05-00 

■ 
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3 

4 

5 


62/9’»ft 

00-07-00 


62/8^ 

00-31-00 


62/4^ 

00-25-00 


62/3''ft 

00-16-00 


55/9''ft ^ 

55/10 TftJ 

00-43-50 


115'^ 

00-17-00 


118'^ 

00-00-50 


44''ft 

00-10-00 


43/5/t''ft 

00-03-00 


59/0''ft 

00-24-00 


58/0''ft 

00-33-00 


55/0'q^ 

00-21-00 


S2/0''ft 

00-03-00 


50/0'q^ 

00-29-00 

3TrfMq# 

24''ft 

00-07-00 


25 ■'ft 

00-19-00 


21/4''ft 

00-37-00 


34 ■'ft 

00-45-00 


39/2 ■'ft 

00-05-00 


40/2 ■'ft 

00-07-00 


201 

00-00-90 


202 

00-16-70 


201 

00-15-70 


203 

00-05-00 


212 

00-22-00 


211 

00-07-00 


213 

00-25-00 


210 

00-00-60 


229 

00-28-90 


218 

00-07-40 


228 

00-11-00 


227 

00-03-00 


245 

00-00-50 


226 

00-14-00 


225 

00-02-80 


224 

00-09-70 


249 

00-12-00 





3(u)l 


ms ^ Wm : 22, 2003/aBHm 1,1925 


2 

w 


3 



5 


262 

00-36-00 

260 

00-08-00 

259 

00-08-30 

317 

00-13-70 

318 

00-07-00 

317 

00-01-00 

319 

0Ot15-00 

332 

00-03-60 

331 

00-18-00 

337/1^^ 


337M > 

00-40-50 

337/^ J 


385 

00-01-00 

384 

00-05-90 

382 

OCt-15-00 

396 

00-08-00 

387/H 

00-08-00 

387/^ 


400 

00-00-50 

398 

00-10-00 

381 H 

00-10-00 

381 

00-03-00 

379 

00-07-70 


00-04-00 

347 

00-10-70 

335 

00-22-00 

356 

00-03-40 

354 

00-04-00 

353 

00-13-60 

352 

00-37-00 

367^ 

00-22-00 

467 

00-21-00 

469^ 

00-06-80 

469 H 

00-12-00 

473 

00-41-50 

472 

00-17-70 

481 

00-14-80 

482 

00-12-00 

480 

00-41-60 


380 H 00-32-00 



wim raiF, rr;iw 
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ERart n—3^] 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATIBEUL GAS 
New Delhi, the 6th Noveaiber, 2003 

S.O. 3241.—Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
number SO. 696, dated the 11th February, 2002, issi^ under Sid> -sectioafl) of Section 3 of tlw Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (SO of 1%2) (hereinafier referred to as the said Act), the Cemxal 
Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land q)ecified in the Schedule iq^)ended to that 
notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of natural gas through Dahej-Hazua’UraB'Dh^xd 
Pipeline Sector under National Gas Grid Project in the State of Maharashtra, a |^)eline tumid be Mdl^ the GAIL Qndia) 
Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public frtnn 11th Fd>iuary, 2003 to 04th 
June, 2003; 

And whereas the objections received from the public to the laying of the pqjdine hav^ been considned and disallowed 
by the competent authority; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under Sub-section (1) of Sec^Km 6 of tlm said Act, sulmiitted rq>ort to 
the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said rqmrt and rai being saddled that the said 
land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sectkm (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Cmtral 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in tlm Schedule aj^^ended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And, further, in exercise of the powers cofiferred by Sub-seetkm (4)<tfSection 6 ctf the said Act, the Central Govenunent 
hereby directs that the right of user in the land for laying the pipdine tiiall, iiKtead of vesting in the CeiUral Govmitment, 
vest, on the date of the publication of the declaration, in the GAIL (hndia) limited, propoang to lay the i^eline and 
thereupon the right of such user in the land shall, subject to the terms and oemddions so imposed, vest in the GAIL (India) 
Limited, free from all encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

^^ll^ 

Survey No. 

Area Acquired 
(inHect.) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Thane 

Ulhasnagar 

Chikhloli 

5«/0P 

00-01-00 




25/3 

00-01-00 




127 P 

00-10-00 


Bhiwandi 

Khaiiwali 

57/2 P 

oo-n -00 



\bndre 

28/11P 

00-01-00 



Borivali 

48a:p 

00-01-00 



Khaling Budnik 

114/5 BP 

00-06-00 



Lap Budnik 

38/OP 

00-04-00 




85P 

00-04-00 




35/BP 

00-31-00 




35 AP 

00-13-00 






3(ii)3 


MWf^TFf^:’W«R22, 2003/3rafm i, 1925 


1 _ 

Thane 


2 

Bhhwandt 


liqp Budnik 


34P 

00-20-16 

33B/1P 

00-09-00 

32B/1P 

00-08-00 

32B/2P 

00-13-00 

29P 

00-22-00 

19/2 P 

00-12-00 

19/1 P 

00-02-00 

14/IP 

00-12-00 

WOP 

00-32-00 

15/IP 

00-00-06 

10/IP 

00-27-00 

10/2 P 

00-09-00 

148/IP 

00-12-00 

148/2 P 

00-12-00 

8/2 P 

00-06-00 

167/1 BP 

00-04-00 

167/2 P 

00-02-00 

139/1 P 

00-12-00 

139/2 P 

00-11-00 

139/5 P 

00-04-00 

139/4 P 

00-01-00 

139/3 P 

00-01-00 

138/IP 

00-05-00 

138/2 P 

00-06-00 

128/2 P 

00-08-00 

126/IP 

00-17-00 

126/3 P 

00-22-00 

126/2 P 

00-02-00 

123/OP 

00-53-00 

121/1 P 

00-23-00 

121/2P 

00-12-00 

100/2 P 

00-12-00 

107/IP 

00-30-00 

107/4 P 

00-01-00 

106/2 P 

00-02-00 

106/IP 

00-01-00 

106/3 P 

00-08-OC 


105/3 P 


00 - 00-10 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Thane 

Bhiwandi 

Lap Budnik 

10S/14P 

00-‘00-20 




105/2 P 

00-83-00 




105/13 P 

00-04-00 



Devali 

5/IP 

00-12-00 




5/2 P 

00-20-00 




6/IP 

00-17-00 




10/IP 

00-23-38 




11/IP 

00-03-00 




11/2P 

00-18-00 




11/4 P 

00-01-00 




19/4 P 

00-17-27 




22/1 P 

00-18-00 




22/3 P 

00-30-00 




25/1 P 

00-08-00 




25/2 P 

00-05-00 




25/9 P 

00-01-00 




6Q/3P 

00-07-00 




60/2 P 

00-01-00 




60/4 P 

00-03-00 




59/2 P 

00-18-00 




59/3 P 

^ 00-14-86 




62/13 P 

00-03-00 




62/10 it 

00-05-00 




62/9 P 

00-07-00 




62/8 P 

00-31-00 




62/4 P 

00-25-00 




62/3 P 

00-16-00 


Kalyan 

Jambul Moholi 

55/9 P 'J 
55/10 p r 

00-43-50 



\ksaX Shelavli 

115 P 

00-17-00 




118 P 

00-00-50 




44P 

00-10-00 




43/5/1 P 

00-03-00 




59/0 P 

00-24-00 




58/0 P 

00-33-00 




55/OP 

00-21-00 




52/0 P 

00-03-00 




50/0 P 

00-29-00 
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1 2 

3 

4 


Thane Kalyan 

AnMiwali 

24 P 

00-07-0df 



25P 

00-19“00 



21/4 P 

00-37-00 



34P 

00-45-00 







39/2P 

00-05-00 



40/2P 

00-07-00 

Wada 

Musharane 

201 

00-00-90 



202 

00-16-70 



201 

00-15-70 



203 

00-05-00 



212 

00-22-00 


1 

211 

00-07-00 


] 

213 

00-25-00 


. ;■■■ . ■■ .. ■ 

210 

00-00-60 


■ i 

229 

00-28-90 



218 

00-07-40 

* 


228 

00-11-00 



227 

00-03-00 


1 

245 

00-00-50 


! 

226 

00-14-00 



225 

00-02-80 


1 ' 

224 

00-09-70 


1 ■■ ■■ \ .. ;■;. 

249 

00-12-00 


i _ ■ 

262 

00-36-00 


"■ ;■ i. .^ 


00-08-00 


j ■ ■. ■■■y 

259. . 'V-::■ 

00-08-30 



■: ^7 / 

00-13-7f0 


j- 

318 

00-07-00 


■■ J . ■ 

317 

00-01-00 



319 

oo-is-do 


i . ■ ■ • . 

‘332 

00-03-60 



m 

00-18-00 


■ !■ ■■ v ' . 

337/A^ 

00-40-50 



337/B S' 



j, ' k; 

337/eA:'. 

:;:v:. ' • , 


j- . : 

■ 385 

00-01-00 



:^--::384 .. 

00-05-90 


■ i",-; ^ 

382 

00-15-00 





3305GI/2003—6 
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1 

2 3 4 

5 

Thane 

Wada Musharane 396 

00-08-00 


3a7/A ^ 

00-08-00 


m/B j 



400 

00-00-50 


398 

00-10-00 


381 A 

00-10-00 


381B 

00-03-00 


379 

00-07-70 


Road 

00-04-00 


3^ 

OOt^IO-70 


335 

00-22-00 


3S6 

00-03-40 


354 

00-04-00 


3S3 

00-13-60 


352 

00-37-00 


367B 

00-22-00 


467 

00-21-00 


469B 

00-06-80 


469A 

00-12-00 


473 B 

00-41-50 


472 

00-17-70 


481 

00-14-80 


482 

00-12-00 


480 

00-41-60 


380 A 

00-32-00 


^f^,6 ’=WB5f^ 2003 

IF No. I^14014/12A)3-G.R] 
SWAMI SlNOiDirector 


3242,—gftr m.^) i962 

(1962 ^50) 

■^^tf^m ^ 3fl<^rq«n ^5liCT<H ^ Slfv^xni ^‘ohi 3TT. 696, TII^, 11 2002, ?RF ^ arf^^ERTl^ 

-^, TP^ MR4)>ini % «T«fH *114^61 ^<fe< %^ngw ^ in^firar 

%TTf^H% (^fo^) SRT gfty tiftttMff H<h H \ iH (rt l ^i 

<i'JiM3t ^Tlf^'SlW^TTR^ 13 WIR; 2002^15 3?tl?T, 2003 < 1 *6 4ti l «ft*; 

^ WT %, -3^ aift?f5m ^ «Tm 6 (1) ^*<04 W<W< ^ 

%, ^ Ti^i "^T '47%'gw 'jpT‘'4if^WR^^RJT^ 

^sT^rf^t, wiW^ grf^ ^ W^4 f^i 11 


Hi^Mcni^'i ■^‘ ^amr 3iM an^'qT’wr inf^i^iarr wf a^k-g^t anpra m 




[^n—3(ii)] _22, 2003jf9f!Wn^ 1,1^25 7299 


' ' - . —, — ww^,^ 

3fm; 3R, Wh 3rf*#PR^ mt 6^'3*n?Rr (i)5ro3J^^ift?r^f^3Pih^^^'Bjrt«n^5#t 

% w ^ ftPifiJvj tjpi ^ % ftR wft*T% gifii^R ^ 3f^ fiqi "^nm t; 

o«Ki ^ <n^6 (4) lERT fti 

% %R <;jR ^ ^ ^ ^ 7n^ ^hO*> 4K%i< ^ firei% 

«wnl %I (^Mi) I^Piie iflHT ^ ^3rf^i|!R, ^ 

^ % awlH ttil Ri«i'mf ^ (?fe®it) fiilnis ^ ftftnitmi 


^sraii^. 


1 2 3 

4 

5 


435 

00-51-00 


486 

00-01-00 



00-01-00 


486 0 

00-74-00 


229 

00-12-00 


485 

00-34-00 


'Rrer 

00-02-00 


439 

00-78-00 


214 

00-23-00 


215 

00-00-40 


439 

00-53-00 


222 

00-15-00 


440 

01-15-00 

' 

223 

00-22-00 


224 

00-27-00 


226 

00-03-00 


440 

00-12-00 


225 

00-00-10 


239 

00-00-50 


233 

00-03-00 


443 

00-41-00 


101 

00-07-00 


■*1151 

00-48-00 


175 

00-45-00 


173 

00-09-00 


174 

00-15-00 


446 

00-94-00 


247 

00-04-00 
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1 2 


3 


5 


528 

248 

446 

445 

288 

289 

290 

295 
457 

296 

297 
456 
460 
305 
460 
456 

I 67 

66 
68 
67 

69 

70 

77 
63 

65 

78 
89 
80 
81 
59 
53 
55 

45 
44 

46 
18 


00-00-80 

00 - 02-00 

00 - 01-00 

01 - 12-00 

00-00-90 

00-14-00 

00-31-00 

00-28-00 

00-29-00 

00 - 00-10 

00-14-00 

01-95-00 

00 - 00-90 

00 - 20-00 

00 - 02-00 

00-06-00 

00 - 00-10 

00 - 02-00 

00-15-00 

00-41-00 

00 - 00-10 

00-19-00 

00 - 39-00 

00 - 00-10 

00-09-00 

00 - 02-00 

00-07-00 

00 - 01-00 

00-07-00 

00 - 66-00 

00-00-30 

00-38-00 

00 - 01-00 

00-04-00 

00-64-00 

00-19-00 

00 - 86-00 


22 









19 

00-32-00 



' 17 

00-44-00 



166 

00-38-00 



171 

00-00-80 



167 

00-41-00 



168 

00-10-00 



171 

01-07-00 



170 

00-06-00 



171 

00-06-00 



176 

00-58-00 



190 

00-19-00 



178 

00-17-00 



190 

00-66-00 



184 

00-01-00 



183 

00-36-00 



190 

00-01-00 



194 

00-18-00 



193 

00-44-00 



92^ 

00-38-00 



193 

00-23-00 



Wt 

00-35-00 



15 

00-48-00 



10 

00-18-00 



15 

00-36-00 



10 

00-01-00 



8 

00-64-00 



15 

00-00-40 



11 

00-01-00 



15 

00-60-00 



12 

■ 00-04-00 



15 

00-34-00 



19 

00-78-00 




00-09-00 



22 

00-17-00 



23 

00-12-00 


' 

25 

00-78-00 



27 

00-05-00 



28 

00-66-00 



27 

00-12-00 



28 

00-98-00 



30 

00-00-10 
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|pARTlI"-&a3^) 


1 2 


3 








4 S 

31 

00-04-00 

29 

00-06-00 

33 

00-02-00 

37 

00-00-^ 

34 

00-17-00 

37 

01-40-00 

38 

00-21-00 

159 

03-94-00 

202 

00-01-00 

196 

00-01-00 

186 

01-34-00 


00-20-00 

67 

00-01-00 

125 

00-60-00 

109 

00-34-00 

125 

00-25-00 

84 

00-22-00 

125 

00-40-00 


00-03-00 

85 

00-30-00 

166 

00-65-00 

92 

00-12-00 

166 

00-11-00 

’wai 

00-05-00 

168 

00-09-00 

62 

00-07-00 

73 

00-15-00 

62 

OO-^-OO 

63 

00-08-00 

62 

00-12-00 

111 

00-01-00 

110 

00-24-00 

112 

00-21-00 

115 

00-60-00 

113 

00-00-20 

114 

00-01-00 

115 

00-34-00 

62 

00-24-00 

116 

00-04-00 

121 

00-36-00 

62 

00-05-00 

43 

00-05-00 






[*g»Tn—^Rg 3fii)] 


wgr 22 , 2003 /aRifm 1 , 19 ^ 


730^ 







43 

00-18-00 

62 

00-54-00 

47 

00-00-10 

44 

00-00-30 

62 

00 -^-00 

79 

00-13-00 

81 

00-10-*00 

71 

00-00-50 

79 

01-21-00 

75 

00-04-00 

76 

00-09-00 

79 

00-08-00 

78 

02-21-00 

77 

00-09-00 

87 

03-27-00 


00-09-00 

86 

OO-Q 3 -OO 

66 

00-54-00 

60 

00-69-00 

71 • 

00-09-00 

59 

00-22-00 

3 

00-50-00 

2S 

00-22-00 

64 

00-60-00 

66 

01-07-00. 

39 

00-04-IX> 

83 

00-67-00 

38 

00-03-00 

81/2 

00-65-00 

58 

00-23-00 

54 

00-02-00 

S3 

00-76-00 

4 

00-12-00 

S3 

0(M)9-00 

68 

00-19-00 

S3 

00-64-00 f 

365 

00-25-00 

364 

00-14-00 

369 

00-01-00 

370 

00-22-00 

351 

00-30-06 

349 

00-06-00 
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PPart It-^-Sec. 30i)] 


1 2 3 4 S 



348 

00-17-04 


349 

00-00-30 


345 

00-17-00 


331 

00 -10-00 


332 

00-19-00 


314 

00-14-00 


297 

00 -00-10 


289 

00-07-00 


221 

00-18-00 


215 

00-07-00 


206 

00-26-00 


205 

00-09-00 


fte 

00-06-00 


40 

00-27-00 


45 

00 -08-00 


17 

00 -02-00 


[-q^T-l4014/12/03-#.^. ('IPT-1) ] 


fag , Vikm 


New Delhi, the 6th November, 2003 

S.03242—Whereas by notification of the Govemmeirt of India in the Ministiy of Petroleum and Natural Gas number 
S O. 696, dated the 11th February, 2002, issued under Sub -section (1) (^Section 3 ^the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter k&xtcA to as the said Act), the Central G^mment 
declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of natural gas through Dahq-Hazira-Uran-Dhabol Pipeline Sector under 
National Gas Grid Project in the State of Maharashatra, a pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the puUic from 13th November, 2002 to 
15th April, 2003, 

And whereas the objections received from the public to the l^g of the pipeline have been considered and disallowed 
by the competent authority; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under Sub-section (1) of Section6 ofthe said Act, submitted teport to the 
Central (jovemment; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
(jovernment hereby declares that the right of user in the land ^[)ecified in the Schedule aj^)ended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And, fiirther, in exercise ofthe powers conferred by Sub-section (4)of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vest, on the date ofthe publication ofthe declaration, in the GAIL (India) Limited, proposing to lay the pipeline and 







[ Wt n—3(i^] 21 , 2009/gWlW<^ 1 , 1 ^ 2 S 


• - ^ 

Uici«nicmthcrigMofsuchuserinthelarid4iall,subjecttDthcteniiSMidcoiid^kiiBSoiiiipo*ed,vc8tmti«GAIL(^ ! 

T .imitad fieeficpan all enamAraooes. 

SCHHXJIE 



District Tt^sil 

MDage 

Survey No. 

AreaAcqmRd 
(inHect) j 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

thane dahanu 

DAPCHERI 

43S 

00-51-00 



486 

00-01-00 



487 

00-01-a 



486 

00-74-00 



229 

00-12-00 



485 

00-34-00 



FADA 

00-02-00 



439 

00-78-00 



214 

00-23-00 



215 

00-00-40 



439 

00-53-00 



222 

00-15-00 



440 

00-15-00 



223 

00-22-00 



224 

00-27-00 



226 

00-03-00 



440 

00-12-00 



225 

00-00-10 



239 

00-00-50 



233 

00-03-00 



443 

00-41-00 



101 

00-07-00 



PADA 

00-48-00 



175 

00-45-00 



173 

00-09-00 



174 

00-15-00 



446 

00-94-00 



247 

00-04-00 



528 

00-00-80 



248 

00-02-00 



446 

00-01-00 



445 

01-12-00 
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(Part II—&c. ^Oi)] 



Dapcheri (Cont) 


HALADPADA 


288 

\ 

00-00-90 

289 

00-14-00 

290 

00-31-00 

295 

00-28-00 

457 

00-29-00 

296 

00-00-10 

297 

00-14-00 

456 

01-95-00 

460 

00-00-90 

305 

00-20-00 

460 

00-02-00 

456 

00-06-00 

67 

00-00-10 

66 

00-02-00 

68 

00-15-00 

67 

00-41-00 

69 

00-00-10 

70 

00-19-00 

77 

00-39-00 

63 

00-00-10 

65 

00-09-00 

78 

00-02-00 

89 

00-07-00 

80 

oo-di-oo 

81 

00-07-00 

59 

00-66-00 

53 

00-00-30 

55 

00-38-00 

45 

00-01-00 

44 

00-04-00 

46 

00-64-00 

18 

00-19-00 

22 

00-86-00 

19 

00-32-00 

17 

00-44-00 

166 

00-38-00 

171 

00-00-80 

167 

00-41-00 


AMB(XI 






[^n—^P»g3(u)3 


1 2 
Thane Dahanu 


1,1925 730l 


3 


5 


Amboli 


168 


00-10-00 

171 


00-07-00 

170 


00-06-00 

171 


00-06-00 

176 


00-58-00 

190 


00-19-00 

178 


00-17-00 

190 


00-66-00 

184 


00-01-00 

183 


00-36-00 

190 


00-01-00 

194 


00-18-00 

193 


00-44-00 

92A 


00-38-00 

193 


00-23-00 

NALA 


00-35-00 

15 


00-48-00 

10 


00-18-00 

15 


00-36-00 

10 


00-01-00 

8 

_ 

00-64-00 

15 


00-00-40 

11 


00-01-00 

15 


00-60-00 

12 


00^04-00 

15 


00-34-00 

19 


00-78-00 

PADA 


00-09-00 

22 


00-17-00 

23 


00-12-00 

25 


00-78-00 

27 


00-05-00 

28 


00-66-00 

27 


00-12-00 

28 


00-98-00 

30 


00-00-10 

31 


00-04-00 

29 


00-06-00 

33 


00-02-00 

37 


00-00-40 





7308 


THE GAZETIEOT INDIA: NOVEMBER 22, lOOS/AGRAHAirANA 1,1925 (Part R—Sbc.3^] 


1 


Thane 


2 3 

Dahanu DHANIV^RI 


Dhever 


OSARVIRA 


4 


5 

34 


00-17-00 

37 


01-40-00 

38 


00-21-00 

159 


03-94-00 

202 


00-01-00 

196 


00-01-00 

186 


01-34-00 

65 


00-20-00 

67 


00-01-00 

125 


00-60-00 

109 


00-34-00 

125 


00-25-00 

84 


00-22-00 

125 


00-40-00 

NALA 


00-03-00 

85 


00-30-00 

166 


00-65-00 

92 


00-12-00 

166 


00-11-00 

NALA 


00-05-00 

168 


00^09-00 

62 


00-07-00 

73 


00-15-00 

62 


00-96-00 

63 


00-08-00 

62 


00-12-00 

111 


00-01-00 

110 


00-24-00 

112 


00-21-00 

115 


00-60-00 

113 


00-00-20 

114 


00-01-00 

115 


00-34-00 

62 


00-24-00 

116 


00-04-00 

121 


00-36-00 

62 


00-05-00 

43 


00-05-00 

43 


00-18-00 

62 


00-54-00 

47 


00-00-10 

44 


00-00-30 
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3(ii)] 

i _2_ 3 

Thane D^anu OSARVIRA 


Khaniv 


VAGHADl 


4 

5 

62 

00-^-ao 

79 

00-13-00 

81 

00-10-Mo 

71 

00^00-50 

79 

01-21-00 

75 

00-04-00 

76 

00-09-00 

79 

00-80-00 

78 

02-21-00 

77 

00-09-00 

87 

03-27-00 

NALA 

00-09-00 

86 

00-03-00 

66 

00-54-00 

60 

00-69-00 

71 

00-09-00 

59 

00-22-00' 

23 

00-50-00 

25 

00-22-00 

64 

00-60-00 

66 

01-07-00 

39 

00-04-00 

83 

00-67-00. 

38 

00-03-00 

81/2 

00-65-00 

58 

00-23-00 

54 

00-02-00 

53 

00-76-00 

4 

00-12-00 

53 

00-09-00 

68 

00-19-00 

53 

00-64-00 

365 

00-25-00 

364 

00-14-00 

369 

00-01-00 

370 

00-22-00 

351 

00-30-06 

349 

00-06-00 

348 

00-17-04 

349 

00-00-30 
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1 2 


3 


4 


5 


Thane Dahanu VAGHADI 


345 

00-17-00 

331 

00-10-00 

332 

00-19-00 

314 

00-14-00 

297 

00-00-10 

289 

00-07-00 

221 

00-18-00 

215 

00-07-00 

206 

00-26-00 

205 

00-09-00 

ROAD 

00-06-00 

40 

00-27-00 

45 

00-08-00 

17 

00-02-00 


[F. No.L-l40l4/l2/03-G.P.^*artI)] 
SWAMI SINGH, Director 


11 2003 

cbl,3ir, 3243,—31^^ <3Pi'S! ('jPi ^ 3Tf^W5R ^ 3iIeiI*iH*t, 1962 

(1962 ^ 50) ^ «mT 1 ^3^T«rRr (3) ^ viRw4f ^ trW t % whs 11-11-2003 

’SrfqPpni ^ "91 wrtjWr 1 

[ U 3lt-12016/2/2002-3lt.1^H.'3ft/^-IV] 


#. ■^JinSR, 3T^ 


New Delhi, the 11th November 2003 

S.O. 3243.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Petroleum & Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962, (50 of 1962) the Ca«tral,Goverrmieiit herdiy declares that the said 
Act shall apply to the Union Territory of Dadra & Nagar Haveli with efi^ from the llth day of November, 2003. 

[No.0-12016/2/20020JG/D-IV1 
N. C. ZAKHUP, Under Secy. 

12 wart, 2003 

■^,311. 3244.—3?!^ oPF'S! (’jfR 344 Pi % 3Tp^^R ^ 3tf^^pFFT, 1962 

(1962 ^50) ^ «FRF1 ^3qtmF (3)SIF3l^'?FpRPh'^1J%T^;T?I'5F^,'*lf'^tW^Rtftt1%3^3tfNfWT 1 3F4q4<, 2003 
<JT10'q<n, 5IK<3S 3?!^ ©TlltiMC ^ cTF^'^Wt I 

[^. 3 m-i 101 1/3/2001- 3 h. 3 nt-i ] 

3iq< 


New Delhi, the I2th November, 2003 

S.O. 3244.—In exercise of the powers conferred by the Sub-section (3) of section 1 of the Petroleum & Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1%2, (50 of 1962) the Central,Govemment hereby declares that the said 
Act shall apply to the States of Uttranclial, Jharkhand and Chhatisgarh with effect from the 1st day of October, 2003. 

[No. R-11011/3/2001-OR-1] 
RENUKA KUMAR, Under Secy. 







[MM—5^3(u)] 


: ■SWWR22, 2003/3^1^^ 1, 1925 


M ^5#, 27 2003 

Sff, 3245,^-^^ilPwftfll^ 3 T f^<W, 1947 (1947 
45T14) ^ <?Rr 17 % ^<4>K SI^ P^HPT % 

PiR«>c 3ftlftP|4b 'H<4>K'dJl?i|fil<ib 3(p!|«b<.«l, 

^T^-59/98) ^ 4>T?ft 

t, 27-10-20034itiir?r^3n*in 

[4 T?^-40012/70/96-3n^. 3TIl.('^ ] 

3|g|< ^(^<< 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

New DdM, the 27th October, 2003 
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Kumar w.e.f. 8-9-95 is legal and justified ? If not tol 
what relief the concerned wodonan is entitled to ?”t 

■r 

2. In the claim statement it is pleaded by thej 
^iplicant that he was enq)loyed as ED Mailman at Premi 
Nagar P.O. fi'om 24-9-1991 in short term vacancies asi 
and when occurred but was absorbed on regular basisj 
for the period from 24-4-1994 to 8-9-95 with monthly| 
salary of Rs. 997 when his services were terminated] 
without following the provisions of Section 25-F of the) 
I.D. Act 1947. He was not paid any retrenchment^ 
compensation and no chargesheet or notice was giveni 
to him. Inhis place one Shri Rakesh Kumar Gupta wast 
appointed which is clear violation of Section 25-H of| 
the I.D. Act 1947. He has thus prayed that he be? 
reinstated in service with full backwages and otheri 
benefits. 


S, O. 3245,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government haid)y publishes the award (Ref. No. 59/98) 
of the Coitial Govenmicsit Industrial Ttibunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Diqnite between the enqployers in relation to the 
managrnnentof Deptt. of Post and their worionan, uhich 
was receivedby the Central Govenunent on 27-10-2003. 

[No. L-40012/70/96-IRpU)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

, ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDINGOFFICER: SHRIS.M. GC®L 

Case No. ID 59/98 

Rajesh Kumar C/o Shri B.R Prabhakar, 63-C, Kailash 
Nagar, Modd Town, Aiid>ala City. 

... .Applicant 

Versus 

Sr. Siqxft. of Post Office Ambala Division, 

Aidbala Carrit ... .Req}ondent 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE WORKMAN SHRI DHANI RAM 

FCHITHEMANAGEMENT : SHRII.S.SDHU 

AWARD 

(PASSEDON 8-10-2003) 

Central Govt, vide Notification No. L-40012/70/96- 
]R(DU) dated 9th ofMardi, 1998 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whethef the action of the management of 
Post Qfficemtennmatingthe services of ShnR^e^ 


3. In the written statement the management has 
pleaded that the applicant worked as a siibstimte provided 
by Shri Sham Sunder regular EDN^ Prem nagar for Mmself: 
as ^ when heproceeded on leave or worked vice him on^ 
leave vacancy and the applicant was never appointed by; 
the management, therefore, Uiere is no question of hisl 
termination by the management. It is furtherpli^ed that: 
when Shri Sham Sunder was promoted to post man cadre] 
and the post of EDMP Prem Nagn* fell vacant Sbri Rakesh! 
Kumar was appointed as ED Mail peon through^ 
employnient exchange on regular basis in accordance with! 
the set procedure of die department. The workman worked I 
with die department as a substitute provided by Slui Sham' 
Sunder tp to 10-5-1995 at his responsibility. Therefore, 
the ^licant is not entitled for any compensation (u*notice! 
and conqiliance of Section 25 F by foe department is not 
necessary. The Management has thus prayeid for the! 
dismissal of the reference. 

4. In evidence the applicant filed his own affidavit 
Ex. W1 and documents Ex. W2 to W2l which are 
photocopies of the attendance registers. The management 
inrdiuttalfiledthe affidavit of R.C. SharmaasEx. Ml. 

5. I have heard tile learned coimsel for the parties! 
and have gone through the evidence and record of the 
case. 

6. The learned rq). of the woilanan has argued thati 
the applicant had conqileted more than 240 daysof seivice; 
with the management in one calendar year and at the time 
of termination of his services, he was not paid any 
retr^dunent conpensation and no notice was also given. 
Therefm^, the management has violated the Section 25F! 
of the I.D. Act 1947 and the workman is entitled fori 
reinstatement in service with full backwages. On the otiieil 
hand the learned counsel for the management has arguedl 
tiiat the applicant had worked with the Post Office Prem 
Nagar branch as a substitute provided by Sham Sunder in 
stop g^ arrangement and he was not ^pointed by the 
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management at any point of time and there was no 
relationship of employer and employee. It is further argued 
that the applicant had worked as a substitute provided by 
Sham Sunder as ED Mail Peon and he is also not a workman 
under the provisions of I.D. Act 1947, therefore, there was 
no question to comply with the provisions of the Section 
25-F of the I D. Act 1947. He has also referred me to the 
case law of the Hon’ble Supreme Court reported in 96 JT 
(2) 467 in which it has been held by the Hon’ble St^neme 
Court that EDA are not workmen and ID. Act 1947 is not 
applicable on the ED As. 

7. I have considered the arguments of learned rq). of 
the parties It is admitted positionthat the q)plicant worked 
on stop gap arrangement. He was not q)pointed by the 
management and when Sham Sunderwaspromoted aspost 
man, the post of EDMP fell vacant and through due 
procedure one Rakesh Kumar was appointed on regular 
basis. The management though admitted that the appHcant 
worked during the period, but he was not q)pointedby the 
management, therefore, he is not entitled for the post. The 
management had appointed Rakesh Kumar throu^ due 
procedure and there was no relationship of eii^)loyer ai^ 
employee between the management and the q)plicantThe 
workman was provided the work as substitute one ISiam 
Sunder and he was not appointed by the management 
through any procedure. Therefore, the q>plicant is not 
entitled to any relief. Further more it has been held by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the above cited authority that 
EDAs are not workmen and the provisions of the I.D. Act 
are not applicable to the EDAs. In view of this authority of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court, the applicant des^ves no relief. 

I find no merit in the reference and the same is answered 
against the applicant. Central Govt, be informed. 

Chandigarh: 

8-10-2003. 

S. M. GOEL, Presidir^ Officer 


Tribunal, Kc^ as ^wn in the aimcxine in the Industrnd 
Dispute between the en^tloyers in relatum to the 
management of Heavy Wato* Plant and their workman, 
\iritich was received by rite Central Govemment on 
27-40-2003. * 

[No. L4201 l/3S^3-Bta>U>] 

B. M. DAVID, UnderSecy. 

v5tlV4i(i : 

^ %5j{^-13/2003 
: 31/3/2003 

3RR 'flW 

Ho ^o-42011/35/93/3n|o3iRo(^o^o) 11/3/2003 

mi io( i )(■*?) atPiPm, 

1947 

1. (m) 

322205 

2 . ^ 

-5?. Tfft.) immi, 'mf ^ (m) 323305 


^ 323305 






27 2003 

3TT. 3246.—'STPvPfR, 1947 

<5'i^ eh4'6ltl % 

^ 

27 - 10-2003 

[ri. TT^-4201 1/35/93-3TT^.3TR.(‘^. '^) ] 
THT. 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 

S.O. 3246.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cemral 

Govemment hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 


.31511*1? ^Pl*H *t>i : «f>l^ <SHf¥4d ’’1^ 

3Tf%lM*T’M*F 29-9-2003 

tTRtr W4>R , 

11-3-2003 PlH Pl^!H/?^W, 3?|tilP|4b Pt«liq 

1947 ( P< 1 ^ 

*iRi lOCOC'si) % 3F?pi?i ^ 3ifqpToN«? 

Ml 

“ Whetiier the action of the management of Heavy 
W^Ptam Kota at Rawatbhalatiirou^the Central Office, 
Bombay informul^ing the Productivity Linked Incentive 




[wn—^TO3(ii)] 


J ^^122, 200^3nBB»W 1, 


7313 


Scheme for all ^plants in the awntiywiAoMt lairing 
consideniticm ibs production of each plant individual 
and having discus^ the issue with the reoogni^ union 
fonctfooing inthePlantislegalandjustifi^ffnottov^ 
relief the workmen of Heavy Water Plant (Kota) at 
Rawatbhata aie ratitled ?” 


3- 

^ ^ ^ m i «IT ^ ^ t 

*w» 11 

4. ^ 4 1 ^ 

^ ^ ^tfz^ ^ % Tit. 

^ ^ ^ ^ -4!4lf^4KW| ■^f 'SrrttK^'f t 

irr*ff -sfSm ^ sfot ^ ^zi^vz SRfqr ^ ^ 

^gTT 11 TIVZ itm t % TIT« fi ^ W 

^ t ’TI ^ ^ ^ ^ 3n»t 

•qiiHi 5 I Tn«iT (ji'i*ri wff«iM«<; 3?rp 
^i^Ti ^ 'd4f^«f>R vaitnm I P(4l'ii^ 

^ sr^t;^ ift :5«u i i gitlft yRU«4R!4ir 


^ '5TO ^ TlRIf I '?Wt 

tr^^^TR Tim % ^ %cgpH 

^ U4)I^HI«f f^'Jl^liyi I 

27 3ra^ 2003 

^.3^T. 3247,—aihftRRP «Tf%rfWT, 1947 

(1947 ^ 14) ^ ^ 17 % 3!5?RR %??(W ^R4)R 

^*icn WTch^ii^ % 5i(«(^n5i % PiHl’ai'iir <34^ 4j4^i^f 

3PltB^pp?j 

2, % Tme R «)'a1-!Mi^^-2^3 otr^ 

2000) ^ 3raa&Ri mit%, ^ ^ 27-io-'2(xs 

UTO fSIT «IT I ■ 

[u T3C5T-14012/‘»/2000>^^ (-^ 

1^. 

NewE)dhi,the 27th October, 2003 

S.O. 3247.— In pursuance of Section 17 of foe 
Industrial pisputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1^7>, the Cezit^ 
Govenimentl^icbypid^ishestheawaid O^efNb. CGrr>2/9l‘ 
of2000) of the Cen^ (fovemmeint Tndiist^ 


Industrial pi^Hite between the enqiloyers in folation to the 
management of Naval Dockyardand their workman, which 
was received by die Central Govenunent on27-10-2003, 

INo. 1^14012/I(V2000-IRa>U)i 
B. M. DAyn>, Undor Secy. 


MWXBSSIS ^ .'1 

■■•"■, ' ■.'■, .L ■ ) 

EEPCXtElHECENn^CiOVQlM^fEm'IN^ t 






TRIBUNAL No. 2, MUMBAI 

PWKKNT 
S.N. 4 a><bDkar 


Presiditig Officer 
RcfercjK5cNo. CGrr-2/93 of2000 
EMabY^INREUmONTO7HEMANAGE\4^ 

NAVAL TOCKVARD 

The Admiral Si^ierintendent, 

Naval Docd^ard, % 

Wssit^Naval Corriniaiid, 

Shalud Bhagat ^gh Marg, Fort, 
MurnbaMtiOO^. 

■■■ - ■■V -V/S., ■ ' 

TOHRWQRKMEN 
;Mi;Bisha^^ f 

Josq^&’Souzaf!!hawi, 

S^dnaka, MuihbaMOO 072. 

APraiARANCESr 

FORTHE EMHjOYER : Ms. D Fernandes, 

Advocate holding for 
Mr Sutesh Kumar. 

FCRTHEWaiKMEN : Mr. M. B. Anchan, 

• ' 

Advocate. 

Muiribai, dated I SthSeptenfoer, 2003 . 

AMABD 

FAta» 

Govetninent of Iiidia,:MmistTy of Labpurby its 
()id»Nb.L-1^12/10/2000mU-LaDU) dated 9^8-2002 in 
ex^se of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub- 
sectional) ai^ sub-section 2(A) ctf Section 10 of tl^ 
Iridustrhd pii^HHes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
di^Hite to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether action the management of24aval 
Dockyard, Mumbai in terminating the services of 
hfo BifoansHanqjSiiichandKarotiaCIbkenNb. 2449) 
an£x-<1assIVwotkerw.e.f. 20-1-1996 is legal and 
justified? ffriot to what rdief the workman concerned 
is entitled?” 


3305GI/2D03-8 
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2. WorionanKarotia was pointed as LascerinC 
of Y Dqjartment of the Naval Dockyard w. e.f. 16-10-1986 
and that he was confirmed on 6-7-1987. Vide Claim 
Statement (Exhibit-8) workman contended that he worked 
with sincerity and honesty and that his record was 
unblemished however since he fell sick he could not join 
duty from 6-6-1994. It is averred that the workman was not 
allowed to join duty without showing any reason thou^ 
he was fit to resume duty fn^ 16-8 -1999, saying that he 
was already terminated w.e.f. 20-1-1996. It is pleaded that 
he was not given notice of the charge sheet and therefore 
his termination from 20-1-1996 is illegal. He contended that 
v'hatever inquiry held in his absence was one sided, without 
giving any opportunity and therefore inquiry vitiates. It is 
the contention of workman that he was not given copy of 
the inquiry report nor the removal letter and therefore the 
inquiry being not proper management be directed to 
reinstate him in seivice with back wages. 

3. Manage ment Naval Dockyard resisted the claim 
of workman vide Written Statement (&dubit-10) contending 
that Karotia-since remained absent from 6-6-1994 that is 
more than one year and six months without leave/sanction 
which was misconduct and therefore he was given charge 
sheet dated 24-5-1995 under Rule 14 of the Central Civil 
Seivice (Classification, (Control and Appeal) Rules. 1960. 
It is contended tliat incite of receiving charge sheet 
workman remained absent though the inquiry was 
adjourned from time to time. The Inquiry Officer by his 
report dated 12-10-1995 held him guilty for the 
unauthorised absence and based on the report the 
Disciplinary Authority terminated the workinan 
w.e f 20-1-1996. It is contended that workman did not 
prefer appeal against the said order and that the inquiry 
being fair and proper does not vitiate, consequently 
workman’s claim being ill founded be dismissed with 
costs in limine, 

4. ByRejoinder(Ejdubit-12)workinanreiteratedthe 
recitals in tlic claim statement denying the averments in 
the Written Statement further contending that he was not 
served with charge-sheet, but also the removal order dated 
1-2-1996. 

5. On the basis of the pleadings Issues were 
framed at Exhibit-13 and in the context of preliminary 
issues workman Karotia filed affidavit in lieu of 
Examination in Chief (Exhibit-20) and closed evidence 
videpurphis (Exhibit-21). In rebuttal, Mrs. Govalkar filed 
affidavit (Exhibit-24) and the management closed oral 
evidence vide purshis (Exhibit-25). 

6. Workman filed written submissions (Exhibit-26) 
and the management (Exhibit-28). On perusing the record 
as a whole, written submissions and hearing both the 
counsels I record my findings on the preliminary issues for 
the reasons stated below : 


Issues Findni^ 

1, Whether the domestic inquiry con- Yes 
du(^ against the workman was as 
pertheprinc^les of natural justice ? 

Z Whether the findings of the No 

Inquiry Qffiotf ate perverse? 

REASONS 

7, So far domestic inquiry is concerned Their 
Lordships of the .^ex .Court in SUr Enamel and 
Stamping Wodts V/s. Their Wotkmen 1963 n LU SCC 367, 
ruled that enquiry cannot be said to have been propeiiy 
heldunless: 

(1) theettiidoyeeproceededagaiiisthasbeaiinfcmned 
cleatiy of the diatges levdded against hinq 

(2) the witnesses are exaimned-ordinaiily in the pres¬ 
ence of the employee in respect of the charges; 

(3) the enq)loyee is given a fair opportunity to cross 
examine the witnesses; 

(4) he is ^en a fair opportunity to examine witnesses 
inchidii^ himself in his defimee if he so wi^es on 
any rdevant matter, and 

(5) the Inquiry Officer records his findings with reasons 
for the same in his report. 

According to worionan Karotia due to illness he 
could not rqwrt to duty from 6-6-1994 and that without 
holding inquiry he was terminated however, by way of 
affidavit he had to admit that inquiry was conducted but it 
was one sided without giving him an opportunity. He fur¬ 
ther added that he was not given copy of the report for 
his say nor given the termination order. Worionan admits 
in his aross-examination para 9 his correct address as 
mentioned bnffie letter pg. 1/E?diibit-16 and also the coire- 
spondence filed with list (Exhibit-16), When 
address on the correspondence referred to above was cor¬ 
rect presumption falls that the corre^ondence made on 
that address made in the course of office was received by 
Iheworkmaa Mrs. Govalkarfrom the Department of Naval 
Dodkyard cleaily pointed out that workman vide letter pg. 
1 (Ejiibit-16) was apprised initially to report to duty along 
with fitness cotificate however since he did not resopond 
conadering his long absence form duty which amounts to 
misconduct, charge sheet was issued to him and the 
iiKjuiry was conducted by Mr. Meher. She pointed out 
that inspite of giving sufficient opportunity by the Inquiry 
Officer, workman did not turn up and therefore the inquiry 
was conducted Ex-parte and that copy of the report was 
also given to the workman and based on the Ti^ort he was 
terminated by the Discplinaiy Authority, Workman admits 
that he did not attend Aity since June, 1994 and that he 
had given for the first time letter dated 10-9^1994 which 
indicative to shaw that only once workman had apprised 
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the letter dated 10-9-1994 to the managemoit The pur¬ 
pose of inquiiy was to ascertain as to whether the abs^ce 
ofthe woriananwastmauth(»ised When workman himself 
admits on his absence and that the said absence was with¬ 
out intimation therefore nothing remains to be enqi^red 
into. In this context the contention of the management 
that the inquiry was fair carries substance. Workman 
nowhere pointed out that the findings are perverse and 
that the Inquiry Officer has no reason to be biased 
against the worianan. 

8. On perusal the inquiry proceeding ;s filed with list 
(Exhibit-16/17) in the li^of the admission sf the workman 
cross-examination para 9 that the addniss of the said 
correspondence was his correct address clearly shows that 
the report of the Inquiry Offioerdated 12-1(^1995 was sent 
to the workman for his say and thereafter based on the 
proved finding order of termination was issued. It is not 
that the workman was kept in darit thoefon; going through 
^the record as a \^le it is apparent that tire workman in 
sfute of having knowledge and infonnatioi i and receiving 
t^ charge-sheet did not partkapate in the in quiry for which 
the management cannot be bl^ed. The ii quiy being fw 
and premier and the findings not perverse preliminary 
issues are answered aooordingly and hence the order: 

ORDER 

The domestic inquiry conducted agiiinst the work¬ 
man was per the principles of natural justice. 

The findings of the Inquiry Office a re not perverse. 

S. N. SAUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 
27 2003 

3ir. 3248,—<»lld!Pl«b 1947 (1947 

^ 14) WJ 17 % 

% inirsRnt % ^ 

#^ 311 ^^- 2/66 2000 ) # # ^*< 0 ^ 

# 27-10-2003 # ^3n «n I 

t# 11^-14012/1/2000--311^ ] 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 

S. O. 3248.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government her^ publishes the award i Kef. No. CGIT 
2/66 (f 2000) of the (Antral Governiiientirid iistrial Tribunal- 
cum-LabourC!ourt No. 2,Mambaia$shownintheAni)exure 
in the Industrnd Dispute between the enqd^ lyers in relation 
to the man^ment of lAndu^^ Aj^niutics Ltd. and 
their workman, which was rep?iyed t>y the Central 


Govemmenton 27-10-2003. 

[No. L-14012/l/2000-IR(DU)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under'Secy.f 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI. 

PRESENT: 

S. N. Saimdankar, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/66 of2000. 

EMKjOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF M/s. HINDUSTAN 
AERONAUTICS LIMTIED 

The Managing Director, 

Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd., 

>^sik Division, 

P.O. (^har Townsh^ 

Niphad Tahika Nasik District, Maharashtra. 
V/s. 

THEIR WORKMEN 
. Mr. S.S. Saiyad, 

At & PO: Kokangaon, 

Teh: Niphad, 

Nasik (Maharashtra.) 

APPEARANCES: 

FCmTHEEMPLOYER Mrs. S.V. Alva, 

Advocate 

FmTHE WC«KMEN Mr. M.B. Andian 

Advocate. 

Monibai dated 3Td S^tember, 2003 

AWARI>PART-1 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 1^ its 
Order No. L-14012/l/2000-IR(DU) dated 19-6-2000 iq 
exercise of the powers conferred clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

""Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, Nashik in 
terminating the service of Shri S.S. Sajyad, an ex- 
Driver w.e.f 11-12-1996 is legal and justified If not, td 




7316 


THEGAZETIEOFINDIA: NOVEMBER 22, iboa/AOIlAHAYANAl. 1925 [Parx It~SEc. 3(ii)] 


2. Shri Saiyad was Driver on the management 
Company’sbus. Vide Statement of Claim (Ejdiibit-5) Saiyad 
averred that he was employed by the Con:q)any m Driver 
w.e.f 23-3-1992 and consequently he was issued gate pass 
on 6-10-1992. Saiyad averred that he worked more than 240 
days in each year and got wages Rs. 78/- per day and in 
spite of that on the count of accident dated 11-12-1996 
though he was not at fault, the Company discontinued him 
from that day and therefore his termination being contrary 
to the provisions of the Industrial Disput es Act and hence 
illegal, the Company be directed to reinstate him in service 
with full back wages. 

3, Management Company resisted the claim of 
Saiyad vide Written Statement (Ejdiibit-7) contending that 
Saiyad was not employed by the Company and that 
Company has to observe the Recruitment Rules and 
Regulations therefore question of his termination by the 
Company does not arise. It is contended that Company is 
a Government of India Undertaking and since Saiyad was 
contract labour covered under the abolition of Contract 
Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act which powers are 
vested with the State Government under Section 10 of the 
said Act, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the 
reference. It is further contended that the appropriate 
Government for the management Company is the State 
Government and not the Central Government and therefore 
this Tribunal has no jurisdiction. It is averred that the 
reference is barred by the princqral of resjudicata and also 
suffers from mi sjonder of parties. The ConqDany therefore 
contended since the appropriate Government is the State 
Government, the reference being non-maintainable, be 
disposed of 

4 , On the basis of pleadings issues were framed at 
Exhibit-20. In the context of preliminary issues, both the 
parties vid e purshis (Ejdiibit-3 3) did not lead oral evidence. 

5. Insofaras preliminary issues management filed 
written submissions (Ejdiibit-34) and Shri Saiyad (E^diibit- 
30) along with copies of rulings. On persuing the record 
and hearing the counsels, I record my findings on the 
preliminary^ issues for the reasons mentioned below:— 

Issues Finding 

1. Whether this Tribunal has Yes. 

j urisdiction to decide the 

reference ? 

REASONS 

6. At the outset the Learned Counsel Mr. Alva 
inviting attention to the application (Exhibit-29) in the 
context of issues (E?diibit-20) submits that in view of the 
Judgment of Apex Court in Steel Authority of India Limited 
& Ors. Vs. National Union Waterfront Workers & Ors. the 
appropriate Government for the management coir^rany is 
the State Government and not the Central Government 




therefore this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain and 
a^uducate the reference and consequently the reference 
be disposed of as not maintable. The Learned Counsel Mr. 
Anclm for Shri Saiyad submitted that the management 
Conq>any is an Ihidertaking of the Central Government 
andhisd^CentralGoveniment which exercise frill control 
Over the same, ther^ore the CWral Gevemmem is the 
appropiiate aothori^ and not the State Goveniment. He 
urged that issuance of licence by the State Government is 
no criteria to come to the conclusion that the State 
Government under the Circumstance is the 
(jovemmern. He relied on the decision of Honn3le Apex 
Court in Ifindustan Aeronautics Ltd & Anr, V/s. Hindustan 
Amonautics Caideen Karmaphari Sangh ^ Ors. in Civil 
.^pealNo. 3659 of2002 arismg out of SLP (C) No. 32132 of 
2001 dated 8th My. 2002. 

7. Management Company is admittedly a 
(k)venmiesit of India Undertaking under the Ministry of 
Defence ooftsequentty Central Government exercises 
ccnttrol and audiority over die said organisatum. The State 
Govenimeid mi^ have issued licence under die (Contract 
LaMur (R^ulation & Abolition) Act however that is not 
the <»it^a to to the conclusion that State 
Govemment is die appropriate authority. Their Lord^iips 
in the case of instant Conmany, relied by Mr. Anchan, 
referred to above ruled that the Company being an 
UnderMdng of the Central Government and the Central 
Government exercise control over the same is the 
appropriate authority. Therefore in view of the said 
decision, it is apparent that this Tribunal has jurisdiction in 
width la decide die reference, consequently preliminary 
issue is answered accordingly and hence the order: 

ORDER 

This Tribimai has jurisdiefron to decide the reference. 

S. N. S AUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 
M 27 2003 

“gjl. 3itr. 3249,—afisJlRlit) srfrtfrm, 1947 (1947 

•qil 14) ^ ^IRTI? % 5|eb fWr % 

27/10/2003 ^ I 

[ri. l^^-40011/33/94-3TT^. 31R.('S\^ ] 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2003 

S, O, 3249.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
iTHhistrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government her^ypublMies die award of the Industrial 
Tribunal, Chennai as shown in the Annexqre in the 
hidustrial Dispute between the employers in rdation to the 
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Indu^rial Dispute between the emi^oyers in relation to the 
managem^itf Pq)tt and their wcntonan, which 
was iGodved by the Central Gafvernipent on 27-10-2003. 

pto. L40011/33/944RaXJ)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXUBE 

BEK)RE im INDUSTKEAL TRIBUNAL, 
TAMIL NADU CHENNAI—104 

Tuesday, the 23rd day (^September, 2003 

FRE!SP;NT: 

V K. THmUNA\TJKKARASUi B. BI. ^ 

Indus^^ Tribunai 

INDUSTRlALira^UIE NO. 62/1995 

(In the inatter of the dispute for adjudication under Sec. 
i0(l) (cO (rf'the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 between the 
Workman and the Management of SupA. of Post Offices, 
Salem^36005) 

BETWEEN 

Thim P. Nfohan Kumar, 

S/o Pachi^^>an, 

Kullalpatti (Kattuvallava) 

Machety Post, Salem District-2. 


1. The Sub-Divisional Inspector (Postal) 

Mettur Dam Sub-Divisioii, MiBttur Dain-636 401 
Z Supdt. of Post offices, Salem West ’Division 
Salaii-636005. 

REFERENCE: Order No. 40011/33/94 dated 4-9-1995, 
Ministry (^Labour, Govt of India, New 
Delhi 

This dispute after remand comiitg on for final hearing 
on Monday, the 8th day of Sqitember, 2003, upon perusing 
the reference. Claim and Counter sttuements and ^ other 
material p^qiers on record and i^xm hearing the arguments 
of Thirumathi S. Jothivani, advocate ^^aring for the 
Workman and of Tvl. S. Thiagarajan, D. Nandakiunar and 
MX Arunan, Addl. (Ilentral Goveramcnt Standir^Ckiunsd, 
appearing for the Management and this dispute havii^ 
stood over till this day for consideration, this Trrbunal 
made the following. 


AWARD 

The Govt. t^India has referred the fidlowing issue 
for adjudication by this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of 




Department of Posts is justified in le myinatiDg tli 
services of Shii P. Mohankiimar, EDD^ <rfMd 
Division wjthora comfkyiag the pniviiipas of 
IJ>. Act, 1947 is ^ot i»opear and legal, ? If not, t 
what teliefthe workman entitled to?” 

2. The main avCTwenlsfaimdio th^ 
of the Petitioner are as follows: 

The Petitioner was qqxHnted as Extra Department! 
Ddiveiy Ageid at Ch»iiiagpet tnid^ Suxamanialaim RO 
with eftect fixMn 22-6-1988vide Memo No. EF^ 11/88-^ 
tUMettur Dam, dated 21*6-88 issued by the Std^-Divisioni 
Inqiector, Kfeftur Dam on provisional basis. Tlfe p^tion 
was terminated fiom service on lS-7-1989 by the Fix 
respondent herein without assigning ai^ re^n for t| 
termination and without any nptioe oi termination. It 
pertinent to note that the petitioner had served tl 
department continuously witltout any break fbr 399*daij 
and the'petitioner had rendered an unblemi^ied servh 
to the entire satisfoctitm of his superiors. Again tl 


i 

(iiik 


Mallikandam B.O. under Suramangalam H.O. on 
provisional basis in a clear vacancy cm 1-7-1990 had 
permitted tocontinne in that capacity till lS-6r91 wit! 
ai^ break. The petitioner had,Tendered an uifolemis 
service to the entire satisfaction of his siqxriors. Tl 
p^tionerwasterntinatedfiomanviceon 15^91 witho 
any prior notice or without assigning any reasc 
whatsoever and even without issue of Uii order < 
termination. The petitioner submitted rq>res|entatiOn 
27-11-91 which was not considered at aU and|pr ^ 
notice issued by the Petitioner d4ti^ $-12-91 was 
by the First Respondent by his rqrfy and rejected 
claim of the petitioner for his r^unatatemeht.i)Pni^^ fi 
entire period of service on both occasions, tfaip petition 
had rendered his duties to the entire satisft^on of)] 
superiors, since early and loyalty and at no ppint (^tin 
the petitioner had come to the adverse nptice of h 
superiors. The petitioner was terminated fitom servi 
without issue of any formal orders, the ternuiiiation (^tl 
services oftiiepetitioner without any prior notice or ord 
and withdut assigning any reason, whatsoever, arooita 


of the principles enshrined under Sectiem 25^^ of the 1 
Act, 1947, it is submitted that the le^ndent/rj^^ 
cannot terminate the services of the petitirn^ i 
assigningany valid and tenable reasons. 
the services of the petitioner were to be terndi!|iled,’^ ^ 
basis of any misconduct or miriiehaviour the 
ought to have given an oiqx)rUinity to the peM 
explain his case before an order offermi|^to is 


of Inffia. Moreover the abt of the respondents 
appointing the petitionerxm 26*2-1988 apd tM^^ng. 
krvtoes on 15-7-1989 and agrdti apoiiiihg Idie ‘ 
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assigning any reasons or show cause shows the unfair 
labour practice followed by the respondents. The 
appointment of the petitions on both occasions were 
against regular, clear vacancies and there is no 
administrative exigencies to terminate the services of 
petitioner. The petitioner is afuUy qualified candidate to 
hold the post of Extra Departmental Ag^ and as such 
the petitioner is an eligible candidate to continue as Extra 
Departmental Agent. Even without admitting, assuming 
that the petitioner was ter minat ed from services on any 
administrative grounds or exigencies, the respond^ts 
ought to have issued one month notice prior to the 
termination to meet the ends of justice. The respondents 
have not considered the case of the petitioner at any 
point of time either before issuing the order of termination 
or after the issue of the Order of termination. The petitions 
preferred representation on 27-11-91, but the silence of 
the respondents shows the Non-consideration on the part 
of the respondents. The Impugned Order of the termination 
have been passed due to non-tq>plication of mind of the 
respondents and as such the Impugned order is liable to 
be set aside. The act of the respondents in terminating the 
services of the petitioner is illegal, arbitrary, violation of 
the principles enshrined under Articles 14,16 and 311(b) 
of the Constitution of India and to violative of Section 
25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and to ab-initio 
void and as such the petitions is entitled to continue in 
service with all concommitant service and monetary 
benefits. If this Tribunal is not pleased to pass an award 
of re-instatement with concommitant service and monetary 
benefits the petitioner will be put under hardship. It is 
therefore prayed that this Tribunal may be pleased to pass 
an award directing the respondents 1 and 2 to reinstate 
the petitioner as extra departmental main carreOT at 
Nellikundam B.O. a/wSuramangalamH.O. Salem Divn., 
Salem with all concommitant service and monetaty bene^ 
till the date of reinstatement and to pass such furthw or 
other orders as may be deemed fit and proper in the 
circumstances of the case. 

3. The main averments found in the Counts 
statement of the Respondents are as follows : 

The second party deny all the allegations contained 
in the claim statement as false and made withulterior motive 
except those that are expressly admitted herein and the 
first party is put to strict proof of the same. With regards 
to averments made in para. 1 and 2 of the petition, it is 
submitted that the EDDA, Chamrajpetso Sri. K. Kolandai 
Chetty, retired from service on superannuation on 21 -6-88. 
The applicant was provisionally ^ipointed as EDDA, 
Chamrajpet So w.e.f. 22-6-88. F.N. vide Memo. No. EDDA/ 
11-88-89 dated 21-6-88 of Sub-Divl. Inspector Mettur Dam. 
It was clearly warned in the said memo that provisional 
appointment will be terminated at any time without notice 
and without assigning any reason. As per the recruitment 
procedure prevailed on that date, the Employment 
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Exehange was addressed to nominate candidates for the 
postofBDDA, QnmmgpetvideLnNo. l^DA/11 dated 
18-2-89. lidjS^Bo^loyn^ ^change ^£2/137^9 dated 
27-4-^9) wasieceiveid on 29-4-89. Five candidates were 
nominated by E^loym^t ^Khan^. py e candidates 
were addressed vide EDDA/l 1 dait^ ■1 ^-h^ 9 to submit 
their ^qilication on nr befrne 3Q‘^-S9. Three candidates 
responded. They were asked to sqipear for yeriQcation of 
original certi£|catstm 15-7-89 vale Lr. No. EDDA/l 1 dated 
8-7-89. The other two candidates who were failed to 
respond were also asked to ^ear on 15-7-89 with 
apphcatiqn and original certificaCes vide Lr. EDDA/11 dated 
8-7-89, if they were willing. Four csoididates attoided on 
15-7-89. Among dieni, Sri. V. Kagar^anwas selected as 
03DA, C^onrajpet So, since he secured more marks in 
SSLC than otha- and a native of Chamrajpet. Sri. V. 
Nagarajan joined as EDDA, Chamrajpet So on 1S-7-89. 
Ihe services of theandicmit was terminated w.e.f 15-7-89 
aflCTnoonyujlemenio.No. EDDA/11 dated 15-7-89. The 
applicant wasW nominated by the Employment Exchange. 
.Hence his name was not considered for selection. As 
regards EDMC, MaUikundam So Sri. A. Pachaiappan, 
EDMC was discharged from service on siqierannuation 
on 1-7-90 A.N. No immediate action to 1511 ig> dto post was 
taken, as there was a proposal to introduce mail motor 
service. The ^licant was provisionally ai^inted as 
EDMC, MaUikundam So w.e.f. 2-7-90. a. Theptovirional 
appointment was made with the foUowihg conditions, 
b.Provisional appointnient is tenable regular 
^ypointhient is made. Provisional appointment will be 
terminated without notice, c. The appointing authority 
reserves the ri^ to terminate the provisional iqipointment 
without any notice and without assigning any reason. 
The ^licant had signed the memo on *30-6-90 agreeing 
the above conditions. The Sub-Divl. Injector (Postal) 
Mettur Dam had Addressed the Siqierinlendent of Post 
offices, Salem West Division on 12-7-90 in file K)MC/15 
suggestmg to frU up the post on regular measure, if 
introduction of mail motor service do not materialise in 
near future. Orders were issued by Divl.office for 
introduction of mail motor servdce between Macheri and 
MaUikundam w.e.f. 1-8-90 vide Lr. No. G/31-Dlg. dated 
26-7-90 of Si^erintendent of Post Offices, Salem West 
Division. Consequently, orders for termainating 
piovisioiial£gpointmait w.e.f. 31-7-90 AN. was issued vide 
memo No. BDMC/15 dated 30-7-90 by the Sub-Etivl. 
toqiector, M^tur Dam Siib-Divn. Q^y of the above memo 
was semtotheapplicantund^registeredpostwhichwas 
received by him on 31-7-90. As toe bus crew did not accqit 
mails on I-8-SK) andinview of inability to introduce mail 
motor service on this line, vide phone message dated 4-8-90 
of Siqierintendent of Post Offices, Salem West Divn. in 
file G/31-Digs, the services of the applicant was again 
utilised as EDMC, MaUikundam w.e.f. 6-8-9Qi Fortoeperiod 
1 -8-90 to 5-8-90, bags wwe conveyed by maU oy^e^ in 
Lr. No. EDMG/l 5 dL 6-8-90 of SDI, Mettur Dam addressed 


THEGAZEITECFINDIA: NOVEMBER 2^ 2003/AGRAHAYANAl, 1925 




['FTII—3(a)3 


^ m w>m : 22, 20 Q 3 / 3 n» 5 m i, 1925 


73 la 


Lr. No.EDNC/15 MelliirD^ 

to the Sub ]^o$t|4a^, l^lJj^iiid^jn^juid^CQ^ e^rsed 


2»7*90vHiseBaLptoyinentas£I^C,Malltkiiiidpm has no^ 


to tbe t^oat 




am HO and the Chamiajpet. It was clearly nmntioned injetemo fo4 


following due<^oht^glV<^^ 

,,, 

^jointed on the lF N. of 2-7-90 and whose semqes 
wem termuuded onthe ANof 31-7-90 nu^ beutiUsed 
for conveyance ofbags until hirther oommunicaticHi 
inthisr^ard.” 

As regaids r^jular selecticm to the above post, the vacancy 
was notified to the employment exchange as per 
recruitment procedure prevail^ on that date and the list 
dt. 21>3>91 of employment exchange was received on 
4-4-91.13 candidates were nominated!^ the employmmit 
exchan]^. All df diem were addressed cm 3-6-91 directing 
to appear before the SiibDivl. Inspector (Postal), Mettur 
Dam on 21-^-91 at Macfaeri SO. 9 candidates attended on 
2r-d-91. Applicadohs were obtained foom them and 
oiigiii^veiMed. Sii.KKlant^aian(SQna(ti^ 
was selected; as he had more education^ qnalificaticm 
than others. He joined on 17-8-91 F.N. as EDMC, 
Mailikundam SO. The services of the applicant was 
terminated w.e.£ 17-8-91 F.N. regard to tbe avrnntents 

made in the petition the petitioner was provisionally 
appointed as EDDA, Chan^jpet SO w.ei“. 22-6-88 F.N. 
vide memo No. EDDA/11/88-89 dated 21-6-88 of Sub DivL 
Inspector (Postal) Mettur Dam in the vacancy caused by 
discharge of Shri K. Kolandai Chetty on his at t ai mn g the 
a^ of 65 years, as the process for regular selecticm of a 
candidate for the said post was omitted to be talma iq) 
bdfore discharge of the said K. Kolandai Qietty. This 
provisicmai ^qxrintment was inade wifoclimrwariung that 


at any time and without assigning any reason. The jHDCess 
fcH* r^Ular sdecdon w^ initiatedafosequentl^ cm 12-2-89 
by addressing Enjoyment Exchange Jo send list of 
candidates as p^ t^ recniUment rules prevailed at that 
time. From among these four candidates qmnsored by 
Enqptoyment Exchange Shri. V Nagar^mi selected and 
he was appointed. Consequently this petitioner was 
discharged w.e f. 15-7-89 AN by. issue of specific memo 
dated 15-7-89 for terminating provisional appointment 
“Provisional appointnient for the post of EDDA, 
Chamrajpet was absolutely necessary as the pc^ c»uld 
not be left uiunanned till completion of regular selection 
process and while ordering such arrangement as a 
temporary measure the petitioiter was in^ award tibat it 
was onfy a prcmaoiial ^ order dt. 

21-6-88 as “Prcwisioiuifiy iqq»omted”iiiakes it clear that 
said appointment is likely to be terminated at aiqr time. 
Mere his continuing in the said post on provisional 
appointm^t, about one year does not entitle him to 
claim regularisation in the said post. The petitioner was 
^ipointed provisionally as l^MC, Mallficundam w.e.f. 


that foe provisional aqifxnhtment would be teniunated at 
any time without any notice a ccqiy ctf fob Sfiidmem4 
was signed by foe petitioner cm 30-6-90 in tolmnbf ha^Him 
understood the provisional nature of his employment., 


of candidate for the said post fiom among the candidate^ 
sponsored by the Emplo:^ment Exchange Shri. K.' 
Maiioharan, one of the candidate sponsored by Jhd 
Employment Exchange was appoilnited as EDMCj 
Mfdfikunckunw.ei; 17-8-91. NaftmaQycmappc^tmentcdl 
the candidate selected by fiiUowing regular refcruitmenti 
process, the proviskmal a^iointment of foe |>etitionet| 
came to an end and he was clischatged fixma the said pose 
on the r^ulaity sdtected candidate’s jmning the post. Thq 
petitioner’s rqiresentaticm dated 27-11-91 wm receivedj 
on 2^12-91. B^re taking final decision tt^ecm a noticet 
fimn Ms. S. Jothivani, Advocate pnb^alf^^ petitioned 
was received by the first re^ndent on 10-12-91 whq^ 
forwarded it to the second re^ndent for fii^r actioiu 
The second re^ndent advised foe fir^ res^di^lent tq 
contact tbe Government Ple^m in this mgar4 K.IL 


to Ms. S. Jothiv^ on 20-12-91, expressing foability td 
consider foe petitioner’s request for regularisailion of his 
provisional appointment. Thus the petitioner’^ 
representation dated 27-11-91 was dealt withVin ad 


through his advocate. It is submitted that versions of thd 
petitioner that his service w£» terminated withemt is^ ov 
fixma)md6r, is nottnte. Specie order for termination^i^ 
isai^ bn 47^91 while disdbar^^g focim tile 


issued by the then incumbent of the poti by fl 


oider contained proviskm for terminating jskovitiona 
emplciyniem at any time without notice. The petitionet 
was engaged on provisional basis, only after satisfying 
his suit^Uity. But the prcx:edure for regular apipointmetd 
is cljfferent and cqipointment for the post can be madebjt 
fcdlowing the said procedure. Allowing the inrbvisionafi 
appointed candidate in a post to continue od a regul: 
basis without following the prescribed procedure f< 
selection as claimed by the prtitioner would be agai 
foe jHinciities of natural justice. It was made blear to 
pditioner that his employment was only a provisioi 
appointment ahd his services are likely to be tmninat 
v^oUt notice at any time the i^estion of issuing 
for issite of one month notice pirior to tenmnation d< 
not apply to provisional appointee as thfcir irtiti 


without notice at any time. The petitioner preferre 
representation dated 27-11-91 to the second respoi 
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first respondent, Before taking final decision thereon 
notice from Ms, S. Jothivani, advocate was received by 
the first respondent on 10-12-91 on behalf of the petitioner 
and the first respondent forwarded it to the second 
respondent for further action. The first respondent was 
advised on 13-12-91 to contact the Government Pleader at 
Mettur Dam in this regard. Shri. K.R. Govindan, Govt. 
Pleader Mettur Dam issued reply notice dt. 20-12-91 
explaining the circumstances for terminating the services 
of the petitioner. The termination is in no way illegal 
arbitrary or violation oftihie principles of natural justice in 
as much as the provisional ^pointment orders carry 
warning about such termination from service at any time 
without notice. The petitioner being the provisional 
^pointee, has no locus standi to continue on regular basis 
in the said post. In as much as the provisional appointment 
was made for continuing the public service without 
interruption, without following the procedure prescribed 
for regular appointment, it is bound to be terminated on 
selection and appointment of candidate by following 
prescribed procedure. The procedure for regular selection 
does not contain provision for considering the provisional 
appointee also as one of the candidate. There is no 
violation or contravention of rules in terminating the 
sources of the provisional appointee. The petitiona: has 
no locus standi to claim regular ^ointmoit to the above 
mentioned a post. Further as per Sec. 12 note 4(A) (18) 
where there was inordinate delay of 7 years on the part of 
employee for raising a dispute refusal of Government to 
make a reference for adjudication of the dispute on the 
ground that the dispute is highly belated is just and proper. 
In this case, the services of the petitioner was terminated 
with effect from 17-8-91 F.N. and he is now raising a dispute 
after 9 years. Hence it is prayed that this Court mdy be 
pleased to dismiss the above petition. 

4. On behalf of petitioner, Exs. W1 to W.8 w^,e 
marked by consent. On behalf ofrespondents, Exsi Ml tp 
M6 were marked by consent. No witnesses were examined 
for both sides, 

5. The Point for consideration: Whether the acfrcm 
of the management of Department of posts is justified in 
terminating the services of Shri P. Mohankumar, EDDA of 
Mettur Division without complying the provisions of die 
I.D. Act, 1947 is just proporand legal ? If not to what relief 
is the workman entitled to ? 

6. The Point: The petitioner Thiru P. Mohankumar 
was jQjpointed as Extra Departmental Delivery Agent w.e.f 
22-6-88. Ex. W1 is the copy of the Appoint Order. Ex. W2 
dated 17-3 -90 is the copy of the letter from the respondent 
Ex. W3 dt. 27-11-91 is the copy of the repres^tation by 
the petitioner. Ex. W4 is the cqjy of the petition filedbefore 


die ConciliatiQtt Officer, Madras. &tW5dL 21-12-92 is the 
c(^y of the rqily filed by the responds. Ex. W6 is the 
copy of the Rejoinder filed by the petitioner. Ex. W7 is the 
copy of the Failure Rqport. Ex. W8 is the copy of the 
reference made by the Govt, of India Ex.Ml dt 21-6-88 is 
the ccpy of ffic termiiiation order issued by die first 
re^ndait. Bt M4 dt 17-8-91 is the copy of tte nslieving 
orderissued bydierespondent. &c.M5dt. 17-8-91 is the 
copy of the relieved charge rqiort of the petitirmo'. Ex.M6 
dt. 27-11-91 is the copy of the representation switby the 
petitioner. 

7. The petitioner was appointed as extra 
DqiaitnKiital Defivcry Agent w.e.f. 22-6-88. Thep^tioner 
was temtinated from service on 15-7-89. Again die 
p^tionerwas ajppointed as extra Departmental Mail Carrie 
on provisional l^is on 1-7-90. He was permitted to 
continue in diat opacity till 15-6-91 without any break. 
The petitioner submitted a rqire^oit^on on 27-11-91 
whi(^ wasnot considered. The petitioner issued a legal 
notice on 9-12^91. The learned counsel for the petitioner 
submits thM:^ temunation of the services of the petitioner 
withoM any j^or hotice'^br order'and wfthOtdassigiMng 
any reason amounts to violation of the prim^lesofnahjoal 
justice. He further submitted that the respondent 
management cannot terminate the services of die petitioner 
without asagning valid reason and die act of the 
respondente in pointing the petitioner on 26-2-88 and 
terminating the services on 15-7-89 and again appointing 
the petitioner on 1-7-90 and terminhdng die services on 
15-6-91 widiout assigning any reason is unfair labour 
practice followed by the respondents. 

8. The learned counsel for the respondents/ 
managemoit submits tiiat the petitioner was appointed 
pur^ on ^ovishmat basis and he was also not selected 
adterfollowing tiie selection process. One Mr. Nagarajan 
was selected purely on tiie basis merit. According to the 
r^p<m‘d^ die services of the petitioner was terminated 
hisCblhtl^nis^ laid down inhisappointihent order 
and the iheritorious candidate Th. V. Nagarajan was 
appointed and that the petitioner is being appointed 
widiout due selection process and being provisional he 
has no legal right to question the appointm^t of Mr. 
N^arajan. The petitioner was again appointed on 1-7-90 
and he continued the post till 31 -7-90. He was terminated 
W.e.f. 1-8-90. The learned counsel for the re^ondents/ 
management ^mits that the termination is no way is 
illegal arbitrary or violative of tiie principles of natural 
justice. In as much as the provisional appointment orders 
cany warning about such termination from service at any 
time without notice. The learned counsel for the 
Management further submits that in as much as the 
provisional a|)pointmeM was made for continuing the 
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pid}lic service without tntenvqiliQa* wj^toot lic^biy^ 
procedure pr^cribed for the regular it is 
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candidate by following the prescribed procedure It k an 
admitted fact that the petitkiiisr was temiiaa^ as|i9 the 
conditions laid down in hi& oedtt. H is an 



As per the selection procedure, one Thifu V. Nagarajan 
was selected. Subsequently, the services of the petitimier 
was terminated. Again the petitions was afqx>mfod on 
1-7-90. He was againtaminated on l-S-90. The prooedps 
for regular selection does not contasa the provision ftn 
considering the provisional appointee also as one of foe 
candidate. The respondents/management has proved foM 
there is lio violation or contraventkm of rui^internfoiatittg 
the services of the provisional ^oifoee. ; 

9. The petitioner was terminated from service w.c.f 
1-8-90. It is an admitted fact fo«|^ dispute is higtdy 
belated. The petitions has hol^^pt ai^ reason foi; 
inordinate delay. Thepetitionp wasappofoted ona &top• 
g^ arrangement The petitioE^ was terrmnEdcd ie per foe- 
conditions laid down in his ^qtpointmentmder. Heacefoeir 
is no violation cn contraventum of foerul^ in termination 
of the services of the petitioner. The petitioner is not 
entitled to claim any relief as prayed for. This point is 
answoed gainst the petitioner. 

10. fotheresufothepctitkmerisniotentittedtoany 
relief as prayed for. So the action of themanagemem is 
justified in temunating the s^vices of the petitioner Tltira 
P. Mohankumar. Hence tins Industrial diq>uie i&ifisntissedL 
Award passed accordingly. No costs. 

Dated at Chennai, this 23rd day of SepteaePier, 2(W3. 

V. K. THIRUNAVUKKARASU, Indiistrial Tribunal 
WITNESS EXAMINED 


For both sides: None ^ 

IXXIJMENTS MARKED 

ForWoikman 




Ex. W-1/21-6-88 —Appointment order issued to the 
Petitioner-wofkesf T!foru. P. Mohan 
Kumar (Copyf 

Ex.W-2/lT-3^ —Letter from Management to the 
Petitioner-Wmker (Copy) 

Ex.W-3/27-11-91 —Represeaitattcm by foe; Pefoifo^^ 
Worker (Copy) 


foe^ Cotrititiation 

Ex.W-5^M2-92 —Reply the Mtia^ment 


Ex.W-7 
Ex.W-8/ 

For Management 
ExMim-6^ 


—Condliafomfafoire Report (Copy) 

* 

—Ordert^rdTerence made by the Govt. . 
oflncUa(Copy) 


^Appointment order issued to 
Petiticawr—Woriter (Xcn»icopy> 


E3tM-2/30-7-9fr —Teirminatiott order issued to ] 
Petitioner—W<aker(Xe^copy) i| 


Wofoer (Xceax copy) 


EjLMa/T^T 
ExM-6/2741*9l —R^resentatiou sent by the 


—ReUeyed Chaise RcpojU of the4 
Petitioner—Wosker (Xerox copy) v 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
KOLLAM 

(Dated, this the 13 th day of October, 2003) 

PRESENT: 

SR] C. N. SASIDHARAN, Industrial Tribunal 
IN 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 29/98 


[Part II—&c. 3{ii)] 

2. The workman Sri, Ramamoortl^ is claiming 
reinstatement in service on the all^ation that the dismissa l 
is not sustainable. The dismissal was on the basis of a 
domestic enquiry. According to the workman the enquiry 
was not ^lir, proper and the enquiry officer was biased. 
But the management contends that the finding of guilt of 
the^ikman was arrived at by thee^uiry officer on legal 
evidence and the enquiry was conducted fully in 
compliance of the principles natural justice. 

1 Ibecaaepfeadedbyttewalananiibriefl^ 
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Between: 

The Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

26-27, Raheja Towers, MG. Road, 

Trivandrum Management 

(By Sri. S. S. Kalkkura, Advocate, Trivandrum) 

And: 

Shri K. Ramamoorthy, 

Krishna Vihar, 

Mundokkall Middle, 

Kollam-1 Workman 

(By Sri. P. Sudhakaran, Advocate, Kollam) 

AWARD 

This Industrial dispute has been referred for 
adjudication to this Tribunal by the Government of India 
by order No. L-12012/88/98-IR(B-H) dated 4-12-1998. 

The issue for adjudication is the following : 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Punjab National Bank in dismissing Shri. K. 
Ramamoorthy from service w.e.f 21-6-1997 is just 
and proper? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. Before initiating disciplinary proceedings agaitrst 
the workman Sri. Ramamoorthy, the management bank has 
charge sheeted him for disorderly behaviour and 
misappropriation of the bank’s fund to the tune of 
Rs. 15,500/-. The workman was dismissed from the service 
on the basis of a domestic enquiry on the above charges. 
The validity of the enquiry was seriously disputed by the 
workman. Hence that point was considered as a preliminary 
issue and this Tribunal by order dated 26-11-2003 found 
that the enquiry' is proper and valid. I shall extract below 
that order in full in order to understand the facts involved 
in this case 

ORDER 

This industrial dispute is the result of the dismissal 
of Sri. K. Ramamoorthy from service w.e.f 21-6-1997 by 
the management of Punjab National Bank. 


The worionanjollied indie servicesof the management 
bank on 29-10-1980 as clerk-cum-cashier. He was 
transferred to Kollam branch on 4-10-1982. He was the 
state level secretary of the staff union. The whole episode 
started firan the d^i^iien a diief tnanflg eT Sri C. KBalram 
was transferred as a punishment to Kollam branch officb. 
Since that posting was suffocative to him, Ik alw^ dealt 
with most of the subordinate in irritative and in enimical 
terms. As a state level union office bearer, the workman 
used to remind and request the manager to avoid the 
method of divide and rule system adopted him. This 
gaveu^ for anev^lasting enimity by the manager towards 
.the woricer and the manager was looking for a chance to 
take revenge upon the woilcman. For this purpose a 
chargesheet issued to the workman on 
13-3-1993 alleging drunkenness. But no fiirther step was 
taken on it. On 24-10-1994 while on duty in the cash section 
he fell unconscious at about 12.30 PM and was 
hospitalised. He regained conscious on the next day and 
then he had been informed that there is a cash shortage of 
Rs. 15,500/- in die bank and the same is misappropriate by 
him and that he was suspended for that allegation. 
Thereaffer chargesheet was served on him. An enquiry 
was subsequently ordered. Though he Was placed under 
suspension, substance allowance was not paid to him. 
The enquiry held was improper and against principles of 
natural justice. The evidence 4n the enquiry was not 
properly appreciated by the enquiry officer. The cash 
statement was prepared in the absence of the woricer. In 
order to victimise the workmmi the chief manager 
concocted the story. Another charge was also framed 
stating misbehaviour of the worker at the residence of the 
diief manager. No legal evidence is recorded by the enquiry 
officer to arrive at finding of guilt alleged against the 
workman. The enquiry officer found only one of the 
charges proved against him but the disciplinary authority 
refused toconcur with the findings of the enquiry officer. 
All actions of the management were intended to harass 
and humiliate the workman which amounted to unfair 
labour practice and victimisation. During the period of 
suspension the workman was illegally refused admission 
to appear for the promotion test and his loan application 
was illegally delayed by the chief manager. When he has 
protested, false case was alleged against him. The dismissal 
order was not made in compliance with provisions of 
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Industrial Diqjutes Act (‘the Act* for diort) and Bipartite 
Settlement. The Appellate Autfacvity dismissed his ^ipeal 


without recording any reasons. The workman was not givm 
&ir hearing at any time. No misocmduct warranting extrone 
IMUiishment of dismissal from service without notice is 
proved against him in the enquiry. The Chief Manager 
and his associate concocted entire story and the entire 
action is predetermined. The punishment inqwsed is highly 
extreme and di^rqx>rtlonate. He is the onfy bread winner 
of his family and due to his dism issal his family is pusdied 
to suffer untold miseries and hardship. According to the 
woikman the dismissal order is illegal and liable to beset 
aside and he is entitled to reinstatement in service with all 
benefits. 

4. The case pleaded by the management is briefly 
as below:—The woikmain was ai^inted in the bank as 
clerk/cashier on 29-10-1980 and was posted at Kollam 
branch on 4-10-1982 on his request. He was i^ced under 
suspension following the two charges levelled against 
him. Apart from the above charges be was charg^ for 
coming to the office fully drunk and misbehaving with 
staff members. The chargesheet was clear and specific 
and the charges are not vague as alle^d. A ciiminal case 
was also registered against him for the act of 
misappk:opriatioH of bank’s funds as well as drunken 
behavio^ etc. at chief manager’s residrace. The enquiry 
was held properly in accordance with the principle of 
naUiraljustice and the procedural laid down in the Bipartite 
Settlement. The workman was assisted by the general 
secretary of his union and he was given reasonable time 
and opportunity to defend himself The evidence was 
recorded in his presence and he was given ample 
opportunity to cross examine the witnesses and to adduce 
his evidence. After conclusion managemoit’s evidence 
it was sfiUed on the side of the workman that they didnot 
propose to produce any evidence nor any witness in the 
matter. On that day’s proceedings have been signed by 
the workman and his representative. He wa ^^ty cn all 
necessary opportunity to put up his defence was 
not avails by him. The enquiry officer after perusing the 
entire evidence in the enquiry came fo his conclusion which 
is supported by legal evidence. The Disci|^inary Authority 
after careful consideration of all records of enquiry, 
accepted the findings on the charge of misappropriation 
of Rs. 15,500 and also found the other charge proved 
from the evidence adduced in the enquiry. Before 
confirming the punishment of dismissal the workman was 
permitted to appear for a personal hearing and when l|9 . 
failed to appear he was given one more chance, 
Thereafter only the punishntent of dismissal was iiiq)osed. 
There has been no violation of any of the provisions of 
Bipartite Settlement by the managemeth/enqiHiy offigsafcabe 
woikman was not call^for the written test for promotion 
as he did nc^ apply. The chief manager has not illegalty 
del^^ the loan application of the woikman as alleged. 


The worieman availed cmisemier loan earlier tvhich waij 
not adjusted n^Kiidftilfy. Hence be not ^giUe foi 
another consumo^ loan. Hie dismissal order passed 
in accordance with the j^ovisions of Bipartite settlement; 
The A]^llate Authority after careful examindtion of th4 
records and other points brought out by the woikmaitj 
confirmed file punishmmtt 'Pte charges proved against 
him were very serious mndhore and his continuance in thd 
service would have been detrimental to the interest of the 
bank where phblic money is involved aiul hence warranted 
deterent punishment. Therefore the punishment imposed 
on him is very much commensurate with tire charged 
proved against him and the same is justified. According 
to the management all actions taken by them are! fully legal 
and justified and hence the woikman is not entitled to arty 
rdief. 

5. In view of the rival contentions, the issue 
r^arding the correctness of the enquiry was tri^ on q 
preliminary basis. The enquiry officer was examined an 
MWl and the wiquiiy file and coimected documents havgi 
been marited ajs Exts. Ml to M5. The.workmanexaminedl 
himselfas WWl. 

6. The two charges levell^ against the workman 
are briefly as below: 

(1) On 21-10-1994 at diout 8.30 PM., jou went to 
the reridence the Chief Manager IMty drunlt; 
^ongwith two strangers. You made an ugty 
sceneby making noise and creating nuisance 
in the house when the fomily members were 
present. You also threatened of dire 
consequences if the loan was not sanctioned 
to you. At last* the police help had to be 
sought. 

(2) Today at about 12.30 PM., it was rq>orted that 
you suddenly fell sick and had to be carried to' 
the hospital. Immediately, the bash was 
counted, before further transaction, a cash 
shortage of Rs. 15,500 was detected Thus you 
have allegedly misappropriated the Bank’s 
funds to the extent of Rs. 15,500. 

7. The tnain attack against the enquiry is that thei 
enquiry officer has conducted the enquiry in violation of 
the princit^es of nahuai justice by not affording sufficient! 
and reasonable oppOTtunity to the delinquent to prove 
his innocence. It is also cemtended that he was not 
permitted to examine his own witnesses and not supplied . 
all the documents requited ty him from the mapagementj 
side. Ext. M2 is the enquiry proceedings. On verification 
of Ext. M2 it is evidence that the workman participated in 
the enquiry throughout along with his defence 
representative who was none other than bis unions 
secretary. All the acyoumments sought for on| behalf ofj 
the deii^uent had been readily granted by thp enquiry^ 
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officer. All witnesses examined on the side of the 
management had been fully cross examined by the defence 
representative. The delinquent and his representative had 
signed at the end of all days’ proceedings during the 
enquiry without any protest or objection. There is notlung 
in Ext. M2 to show that the woiimtan and his representative 
have raised any kind of objection against the procedure 
adopted in the enquiry or against the enquiry officer. The 
workman as WW1 has admitted before this court during 
his cross examination that his representative had 
undertaken in the enquiry that list of witnesses and 
documents would be submitted before 9-3-1996 and the 
adjournment sought thereafter on personal reasons was 
also granted by extending three weeks time. On 9-4-1996, 
after the evidence on the side of management was closed, 
the enquiry officer ordered defence to produce list of 
documents/witnesses. But the defence representative 
submitted that they did not propose to produce any 
evidence nor any witness in this matter. Hence the enquiry 
proceedings have been cl<^d and both sides w’ere asked 
to submit written statement if any. The delinquent and his 
representative^ had signed on all the pages on that days 
proceedings. The workman has admitted before this 
Tribuna 1 w hi le giving evidence that he has not given any 
written submission before the Disdplinaiy Authority pr 
the Appellate Authority as to such and such records or 
such and such witnesses he wanted to examine^ In the 
claim statement filed before this Tribunal also he 1^ 
admittedly not stated as to who are the witnesses and 
which are the documents he wanted to rely in the enquiry. 
When a specific question was asked to the delinquent by 
the learned counsel for the management as to what were 
the documents which he wanted to examine in addition to 
the documents already produced by the management in 
the enquirv; he has not given specific answer but only 
stated that the findings of the enquiry officer is against 
the evidence in the documents produced in the enquiry. 
He has further admitted that in addition to the documents 
in the enquirv' he has not demanded any other records. It 
is thus clear from the above that the present argument 
advanced on behalf of the workman that he was not 
afforded sufficient opportunity to verify the records and 
to adduce his evidence is against facts. On the other hand 
it is evident from Ext. M2 proceedings that the enquiry 
has been conducted fully in compliance with the principles 
of natural justice. 

8. The next contention is that in the enquiry the 
statement of witnesses have been recorded by 
stenographer in shorthand and it is subsequently typed 
and pasted in Ext. M2 register. Therefore he and his 
representative could not fully understand the statement 
of witnesses and without fully understanding both of them 
had put signature in the pages of Ext. M2. It is ^so 
contended that as the statiwnent df witnesses on the side 
of the management had been recorded in i^ithand the 


delinquent and Ms defence rqir^entative could not cross 
extunine those witnesses fully as he could not fully 
und^^stood the statements. It is noticeable that the enquiry 
pioceedi]^ had been recorded in English as requested 
l^ tltedeHnqpeitt. On gmng through Ext. M2 proceedmgs 
; . k is^ e^ whenever the delinquent and his 

tepfesemalBwe ^^'ttnted to umtersta^ 
of wit^^ cross examinMion, It was read 

over to them^nnd thereafter only cross examination was 
dtme. Further except (me day’s pixxteedings when the cMef 
manager Sri. Balram was examined, the delinquent or his 
representative nevtr sought, for any adjournment for 
uiulerstanding the chief examination of witness before 
starting cross examination. Without raising any objection 
all the witnesses were fully cross examined and the 
delinquent and Ms representative had put signamre also 
at ffieeittl of every day’s proceedings. The workman has 
adnuttedb^nothis Tribunal that he had put signature in 
all pajges of tlte enquiry proceedings after reading and 
unden^adii^. He has also stated that he has not given 
any written bomplamt to the enciuiry officer or anywhere 

to record anyparticular 
portion of any witnesses. For the 

IbtgM^iiiaaqina ftie pr^nt argument is devoid of merit. 

9. The n^point to be look^into is mgarding the 
ftti^tq gtnf ffie miqiMry officer. According to the delinqu^t 

> biased and .his findings are not 

stqipoi^ by legal evidence and hence perverse. The 
Mlegatitm ofli^s has not been substantiated and there is 
nolMng nq teemd to substantiate this contention. The 
' enquixy c^ffioer wMle giving evidence before this Tribunal 
as MWl not been a^ed any single question with 
re^id to Mas, Ext. Ml file contains t^e report of the 
enipiry offiicer. The allegations against the delinquent are 
two fold tjut pfwMch the enquiry officer has exonerated 
the workman of charge No. 1 which is drunkenness and 
unruly behaviour towards the chief manager at his 
residence. The enquiry officer has considered the evidence 
in detail and found that this charge is not proved. He has 
recorded Ms reasonings at pages 18 and 19 of his report. 
The Disciplinary Authority on the other hand found that 
the workman is guilty of charge No. 1 as well. But the 
• xeasomngs recorded by the Disciplinary Authority against 
the find^irf'the enquiry officer are not at all sufficient to 
establish the charge against the delinquent other than 
what is righUy held by the enquiry officer. 

10. The second charge is misappropriation of bank 
ftmds to the tune of Rs. 15,500/- by the workman while 
waking as c^hier on 24-10-1994. On that day while 
libldmg Mimgebf casMer he fell sick at 12.30 PM, and was 
adifuttBd inMKpital. Thereafter Miss. V Jayasree was put 

and she has deposed in the enquiry 
12.30 PM shecounted cash and 
fouod^ftfenence of Rs. 15,500 as shortage which was 
tcftottedfo According to her statement the 
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manager had asked another deik/cashier Sri. Jcob Luke to 
recount the cash and aftef recounting Sri. Jacob Luke also 
found the shor^e of Rs. 1S,S00A. At the time of dosing 
in the evening also the difference in cash was found to be 
the same. Miss Jayasree has finther stated that the 
difference was noted in Ext. M3 Cashier’s Log Book. Ext. 
E3 in the enquiry is the letter submitted by Miss Jayasree 
to the chief iruuiager on 24-10-‘1994 wherein it is stated 
that after taking charge at 12.30 PM she has checked the 
cash at that time and found that a shortage of 
Rs. 15,500. The statement of this wiriiess is st^)ported by 
the statement of Sri. Padmanabhan who was officer 
incharge of cash. Again Sri, S. A Rahim Cash peon has 
also given supporting evidence. 

11. There is no dilute regarding the shortage of 
cash to the extent of Rs. 15,500/- wi that day. This is also 
evident from Exts. M3 to M5 registers such as Cashier’s 
Log Book, cash balance book and cash reserve register 
on 22-10-1994 and 24-10-1994. There is no allegation of 
enmity to the delinquent by Miss Jayasree, 
S/s. Padmanabhan and Rahim. There is also no case on 
the side of the delinquent that these 3 persons have acted 
on inspiration of chief mana^ Sri Balram against whom 
there is an allegation of enmity towards the workman, about 
which I will discuss later in this order. Admittedly the 
delinquent was on duty till 12.30 PM on 24-10-1994 and 
thereafter Miss Jayasree to(^ over charge as cashier. After 
taking charge the entire cash was counted and the diortage 
was found. The enquiry officer in para 20 of Hfs report has 
stated the drcumstances regarding the possibility of taking 
Rs. 15,500/- out of the branch. Witness Sri Padmanabhan 
has deposed about the visitor who came in search of the 
workman on that duty and other circumstances. The 
delinquent being the cashier incharge on that day is 
accountable and responsible for the cash shortage. It was 
also proved that the delinqueitt was badty in need of money 
and has applied for a loan which was not sanctioned. The 
circumstances that a person visited the delinquent and 
his conversation with that visitor after coming out of the 
cash cabin before his reported foiling unconscious were 
considered in detail 1^ the enquiry officer before arriving 
at his conclusion. By going through the report of the 
enquiry officer and the statement of witnesses and 
documents it is abundantly clear that charge No. 2 has 
been proved and the findings of the enquiry officer are 
fully supported by legal evidence. The findings carmot be 
said to be perverse on any ground. 

12. On behalf of the workman it is now contended 
that the management bank has not ftrflowed the procedure 
stated in the Books of insmictions while counting c^h 
afterthe workman fellUl on 24-10-1994. It is argued that on 
such occasions the entire registers had to be changed 
before another cashier is put incharge but in the present 
case the same registers had been used. The argument is 
that because of that much prgudice has been caused to 


the workman. According to the management there is 
such Book and the workman has not taken any steps tq 
call for such a Bo(^ or to produce the same. As stated 
above there is no rh^rute regardii^ shortage of:^ amount 
in questicui which has be^ recorded rigbfiy in Exts. M 3 
to M5 registers. There is another contention that in Ext 
M3 Cashier’s Log the ^ires after coiniting cash 
have recorded by somebody other than Mi^ Jayasref 
and that shows that the entries have been fobricated tq 
trap the workman. Miss Jayasiee has admitted that the 
entries had been recorded by another employee but shh 
had put her signature below the entries in token ot 
acceptance. According to the learned coun^l for the 
workman closing of cash was done in the evening only 0 $ 
24-10-1994 and in between 12.30 PM and evening several 
persons have handled cash and therefore thq workman 
cannot be made liable for the shortage. But M^ss Jayasref 
has categorically deposed in the enquiry and also madt 
clear in her Ext. E3 letter that after U^ng chmge at 12.30 
PM she has counted the entire cash and found thb 
shortage. Further it is quite unbelievable that a persoli 
while taking charge as cashier will not count the entii^ 
cash and foil^ to verify all the transactions tiM that timd. 
The statements given in the enquiry by other witnesses 
also fully supports the counting of the cash immediate^ 
after Miss Jayasree taken charge as cashier. Therefoi^ 
this argument is also devoid of merit. 

\ 

13. Now remains the allegation of ennity towards 
the workman by foe chief manager Sri. Balram firr the entifo 
episode as alleged by the ddinqi^t. It is sfoted in th|s 
claim statement that Sri Balram \^ timrsfened mid posted 
to KoUam branch as a punishment which was suffocatriHB 
to him and because of that he was very muoh irritativie 
towards submdinates and in enemical terms due to sud|i 
punishment posting. It is also Stated that the workman qs 
state level union officer used to remind and requested foie 
manager Sri Balram about his attitude in the bank whidb 
give way for an everl^ng enmity by Sri Balmm towards 
the worker and Sri. Balram was lo(4dng for an iq^sortuiu^ 
to take revenge upon the workman. It is not stated in foie 
claim Statement on what date Sri. Balram was posted $t 
Kollam branch. The incident in question occurred opi 
24-10-1994. The workman has dqxrsed before this Tifounpl 
that he was the union offidal before 1988. The workman 
has no case that Sri Balram was the mamg^ before 198$. 
So when foe incident occurred and even six year befoie 
that, he was not any union official and he h^ no occadili 
of making complaints to foe chief manager in that capnei^. 
So the very basis of this alle^fion tlmt foe chief managir 
was enemical towards the workman for making complaints 
as unirai official folse on the ground. It is also imticeabte 
that while examining foe chief manager in the^enquiry ifot 
a single quesrion was arirad to him re^dir^ the aU^$d 
enmity. There is al^ no ofoer evidence to tubstantia|e 
foe allegation against foe chief manager. It isldsospeci$c 
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to note that the chief manager also accompanied the 
workman to take him to the hospital on 24-10-1994. The 
allegation of victimisation is also not at all substantiated. 
There is nothing on record to show that the chief manager 
and his associate concocted the entire story against the 
workman as alleged. It is also difficult to believe that the 
chief manager can concoct false charges against an 
employee in the bank now a days when the unions of 
bank employees are very much alert and active in 
protecting the welfare and interest of their members. The 
allegation of the delinquent is also not proved. In the 
absence of any evidence regarding the alleged enmity, the 
present contention that the whole episode is the handly 
work of chief manager to wreck vengeance against the 
workman is not at all sustainable. On the other hand it can 
only be considered as an after thought to escape from the 
present guiltness proved against him. 

14. In view of the above discussion, I hold that the 
enquiry has been conducted fully adhering to the 
principles of natural justice and the findings of guilt entered 
by the enquiry officer are proper, valid and fully supported 
by legal evidence. 

III. The point now remains for consideration is 
regarding the propriety of punishment of dismissal 
inflicted by the management. In the enquiry, as held by 
me above, the workman was found guilty of the charge 
of misappropriation of Bank’s money which is a grave 
offence. The Bank is dealing with the money of 
customers and the confidence of the customers and the 
management in the workman who was cashier at the 
time of incident is very much important. According to 
the management it lost confidence in the workman and 
his continuance in the service of the Bank will definitely 
affect the banking business itself No doubt according 
to the workman the action of management is to victimise 
him and that the amount allegedly misappropriated by 
him has already been adjusted from the loan amount 
applied for by him and thereby no loss was caused to 
the Bank. The punishment according to him is 
disproportionate and highly excessive. But the offence 
proved against him is very much grave and warranting 
extreme punishment particularly on the ground that the 
management is a banking institution. The allegation of 
victimisation due to enmity of Manager of the bank 
towards the delinquent was already considered by this 
Tribunal and found in the negative. The question 
whether any loss was caused to the management Bank 
is not relevant as the charge of misappropriation was 
already proved. Further the workman was 
chargesheeted on two earlier occasions by 
chargesheets dated 13-5-1993 and 16-6-1997 for the 
alleged acts of coming to office fully drunk, obstructing 
officers in their work, abusing and threatening to finish 
the life of one officer and attempting to physically 


asslault him. As the workman apologised and assured 
that such incidents would not happen again, the 
management forgive him by dropping those^harges. 
But the workman again committed offence. On a 
consideration of the totality of facts and circumstances 
I have no hesitation to hold that the punishment of 
dismissal inflicted by the management is only 
commensurate with the gravity of misconduct proved 
against him. There are no extenuating circumstances 
also to interfere with the same and hence no interference 
is called for from this Tribunal. 

IV The law laid down by various courts on this 
point is also fully justifying the action of management. 
The High Court of Karnataka in Bank of India V. 
Padmanabhadu and another, [’95 (1) LLJ 233] has 
considered the same question. In that case cashier of 
bank was dismissed from service on charge of 
misappn^ation and the court held that i‘q}ayment would 
not absolve liability or misconduct of the workman. It 
was further pointed out in para. 6 that the Bank is the 
custodian of the money of the customers and the cashier 
is a person who deals with money and he must be more 
deligent and honest and justify the trust reposed in him 
by the Bank and the customers. It was also pointed out 
that if once customers lose confidence in the dealings, 
the entire organisation suffers and confidence of the 
customers is the basis on which the entire edifice the 
banking s](^m is built. 

The Supreme Court in B.C. Chaturvedi V Union of 
India and otters [’96 (1) LLJ 1231] has considered the 
case of Income Tax Officer i^o was dismissed from 
service for the charge of possession of assets 
disproportionate to his known source of income. While 
considering the punishment question the court pointed 
out that the High Court/Tribunal in its power of judicial 
review does not act as an appellate authority and not 
justified interfering with the punishment imposed by the 
disciplinary authority, unless the punishing imposed 
shocks the conscience of the Court/Tribunal. 

The Supreme Court in S. V. Panvalkar V. Bank of 
India, Considered the case of termination of the service 
of Secretary of Co-operative Housing Society of the 
Bank on the ground of loss of confidence. In para. 5 of 
the judgement it was held that the appellant in that case 
being a Grade III Officer in the bank was required to deal 
with the customers and therefore if the bank thought it 
fit to terminate the service of the appellant on the ground 
of loss of confidence, such an action could not be said 
to be unwise or malafide action. 

The Ifigh Court ofKerala in Bab^j^an Y Industrial 
Tribunal and another [’99 (2) LLJ 155] considered the 
case of dismissal of an employee from service of a 
Nationalised bank for misappropriation. In paras 4 and 5 
of the judgement the court held that past record in such 
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cases has no relevance and the question whether bank 
sustained loss also is not relevant in such cases. 

The Supreme Court again in Janatha Bazar V, 
Secretary [(00) 7 SCO 517] considered the scope ofjudicial 
review uiuler Sec. 1 l-^A of the Aa in a case where the 
charge of misappropriation of goods was established in 
the domestic enquiry against the deliquent employee who 
was working in a (Antral O-operative Wholesale Store. 
The employer dismissed the employee and the Labour 
Court substituted another punishment. The Supreme Court 
in para 8 of the judgement pointed out that in case of' 
proved misappropriation there is no question of 
considering past record that it is the discretion of the 
employer to consider the same in appropriate case blithe 
Labour Court carmot substitute the penalty impeded 
the employer in such cases. 

The SujH^eme Court in Karnataka Road Transport 
Corporation V.B.S. Hullikatti [’01(2) SCC 574] while 
considering the dismissal of a bus conductor for the 
misconduct of collecting more amount as ticket fore. In 
that case the Labour Court set aside the punishment of 
disnussal and directed reinstatement with ^1 backwages. 
The Supreme Ourt pointed out that misplaced sympathy 
by the Labour Court in such cases is not called for and 
confirmed the order of dismissal. 

V. In the result an award is passed holding that the 
action of management of Punjab National Bank in 
dismissing Sri. K. Ramamoorthy from service with ^ect 
from 21-6-1997 is just and propm* and hence he is not 
entitled to any relief. 

C. N. S ASIDHARAN, Industrial Tribunal 
APPENDIX 

Witness examined On the side of the Martaecment 
MWl. Sri. G. SonuHdcharaiL 

Etocuments marked on the side of the Martagemem 
Ext Ml. Enquiry report and conespondence 
ExLM 2. Enquiry proceedings 
Ext M3. (2a^er ’s Long Book 
ExLM 4. Cash balance book 
ExlM 5. Cash reserve register. 

Witness examined on the side of the workman 
WWI. Sr. K. Ramamoorthy. 

M 31 2003 

m 3251.—1947 (1947 
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^ 30-10-2003 ^ TllRT«n I 

[U 1^-29011/2/2000-311^. 3lR.(l^>l)] 
1^*1. 

New Delhi, the 31st October, 2003 

S. O. 3251.—In pursuance of Sectipn 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government t^reby publishes the award of the Industrial: 
Tribunal, KollmnasshownintheAnnexureintheliKlustrial ^ 
Dispute between the en^loyers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Kd^l^iinerals & Metals Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government (m 30-10-2003. 

[Mb. L-2901 l/2/2000-IR(M)] 
B. M. DA\TD, Under Secy. 


ANNEXBRE 

IN THE comr OF INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
KOLLAM 

Dated, this the lOthdayofOctober, 2003) 
PREI^m': 

sric.n.sasidharan* 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL 

IN 

INDUSTMALDISPimENO. 52m 

Between 

The Managing Director 
Kerala Minerals and Metals 
Ltd., Sankaiamangalam, 

Chavaia, kollmn. 

(M/s. Menon &, Menon, 

Advocates, Kochi) Management 

And 

(1) The General Seerrtary, Titanium 

Complex Enq)l(^ees Union, Unions 
Chama, Kollam. 

(By Sri Sooranad P.R. Raveendian Pillai, 
Advocate, Kollam) 
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(2) The General Secretary, Titanium 
Complex Employees Congress, 

INTUC Bhavan, ChavaraP.O. Kollam. 

(By Sri G. Haridas, Advocate, Kollam) 

(3) The General Secretary, K. M. M. 

Titanium Employees Union, 

Chavara, Kollam 

(E.vparte) 

AWARD 

The Government of India by Order No. L-29011/2/ 
2000/IR(M) dated 31 -5-2000 have referred this Industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

The issue for adjudication is the following: 

“Which are the additional higher qualifications 
which can be considered by the management of 
Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd. for granting of 
one additional increment as per article XII of the 
3rd L.T.S. dated 27-6-1997 arrived at between the 
management of Kerala Minerals & Metals Ltd. 
Chavara and their Unions?” 

2. Union nos. 1 and 2 alone are contesting the case. 
The case pleaded by these unions are briefly as under; 
The management is an undertaking of Government of 
Kerala, The seiv ice and wage conditions of its employees 
are governed by Long Term Settlements (LTS for short) 
entered into between the management and unions. On 
27-5-1997 3 rd LTS was entered into which was ordered to 
be implemented by the Government Orders. As per article 
XII of the LTS those workmen who acquired additional 
higher qualification while in service of the company which 
is related to their area of function which can contribute for 
their better performance will be given one additional 
increment from the date of passing of the respective 
approved course of production of certificate effective from 
date of signing in the past cases. Though sevferal workmen 
who accrued such higher additional qualifications while 
in serv ices had applied for additional increment along with 
their respective service, they were not given benefit of 
one additional increment and thereby the management 
violated the said article. Further the management has'also 
published notice inviting application with documentary 
proof on or before 10-12-1997. So many qualified workers 
presented their claim. But the management did not consido* 
the claims. The action of the management is unfair labour 
practice which is because of the pressure and influence of 
a major union on the management. There is no justification 
on the part of the management for the non implementation 
of the terms of the said settlement. Further case is that of 
the workmen represented by these unions who acquired 


adriiri nnal qualifications have to be considered for the 
benefits stated earlier. 

3. The case pleads by the management is briefly 
as under : The managentent is a wholly owned 
Government Company. The present dispute relates 
Titanium Dioxide Pigment Unit (TDP unit) on the 
management. Besides this unit which is a factory 
registered under the Factories Act the management 
owns Mineral Seperation Unit (MS unit) which is a 
mine within the purview of Mines Act.-The Unions 
representing the workman in the TDP unit submitted 
charter of demand for arriving at full-fledged 3 rd Long 
Term Settlement. The compmiy accordingly appointed 
Sri. M. Narayana Pillar for submitting a r^rt After 
considering that report on discussion with the union 
the 3rd LTS was reached. As per the recommendation 
of Sri Narayana Pillai it was pT<^pos«l to allow one 
additional increment to these workmen who acquired 
additionalqunlificalions such as degree inEngineering, 
MBA which contribute to their better performance. 
Accordingly the management directed enqjloyecs under 
the above category to submit applications. The 
employees who hqd acquired qualifications like SSLC 
etc. had also a]:^ied claiming addition^ iimrement 
There was'difference of opinion and hence the 
management could imt proceed' in the mater further. 
There is no justification for claiming additional 
increment for woriemen who acquired qualificalmns 
which are not at all related to flieir area of function. In 
the case wotkmen on the non techmcal areas, the 
qualificatiois specified by the company for higher posts 
for direct recruitment of candidates alone can be 
accepted as qualification for additional increment. 
Higher posts for this purpose should mean higher post 
in ones/own line in which upon recruitment is resorted. 
On the technical side the qualifications which are 
relevant will be Engineering Degree/Diploma and ITI 
qualification in the relevaiU area with regard to unbilled 
workers. The management is unable to extend the 
monetary benifit in question as the parties could not 
agree on the nature of qualifications which are to be 
considered for this purpote. The particular clause in 
the settlement is intended for the benefit of the 
management as well as workmen. Union cannot be 
allowed to claim for granting additional increment to 
those who acquired qualifications which are in no way 
beneficial to the management. Some of these workmen 
have not obtained any professional qualification 
relevant to their area. The management is ready and 
willing to grant monthly allowance of at)f amount equal 
to one increment to employees who satisfy the 
requirements. The management denies all other 
allegations made by the unions. 
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^ ^ secretaiy of union No. r hi» fi»i» 0 (»f It is xgnteiided tliat Ex^ Ml report was not madJ 

affidavit and was cross examined as availt^le to the aiiions and it was 

secretary of umon No. 2 has also filed proof affitbv^ and aniving at Ext. W1 scttlcnant Admittedly Ext Wh 

wascrossexaminedas WW 2 . Exts. WI to W7haveb^ sctthanentwasagnedl^thoiep^ 
marked on the side ofthe muons. The manager, Human inthistMspute. ItiExt Wl, tllKlert^ 

Resources Develqiment of thflS|jiaiiagemem company has ofthe case, it is statedthat die report of Sri Narayana PilUri^ 

^ven evidence as MWI after fllingproof affidavit Exts. issued to the unitms and the issues were disciissed ini 

1 to M 4 have also been marked on the side of detail during several discussions. Further a rea<^ ofthe’ 

t«»nint!Midation of Sri NaiuyanaPillai quoted above a^^ 
5. The dispute is regarding non-payment of show that toe only diffirence is thm 

additional increment as per Article-XIl of Ext. W 1 recommends advance increment and Ext. W 1 settlement' 

Memorandum of settlement entered into between toe Prevides additional increment. There is nothing much 

management and toe workmen inv<%ed in this di^te aiffere^. It is also noticeable that the conditions 

Article-XII reads thus: ^ sUpvJ|pd for getting increment in Exts. Ml aridWl are 

“"W* 'Therefore, the contention that Ext. Ml 
Additional increment for acquiring additional reconunfindatiOTi has no application here is devoid C^merit * 

qualification ^ 

T Both sid(^ hhve not adduced any evidctoce 
“Those workman who acquire additional higher r^aidtng the category of posts in the company with the 
qualification while in the service of the company qualifications required. However, it has coide out in 

which is related to their area of function which can evirtencO throu^ toe general secretary of union No. 1 as ’ 


one additional increment from toe date passing; 
the respective approved course on production of 
certificate. Effective from date of signing in past 
cases. ’’ 

6 . According to the management Article-XIl has 
been included on the basis of recommendatiem of Sri M. 
Narayana Pillai who was appointed as Commission for 
studying and to propose suitable revised scales of pay 
and connected aspects for the workmen. Report of Sri 
Narayana Pillai has been marked as Ext Ml. The rdevant 
provision with regard to the increment stated in para, 2 1.43 
of Ext. Ml reads thus: 

Advance increment for acquiring additional 
qualifications. 


Vlj^I toat tos loiito^ category is worker Gr.n,Vhich is : 
oiislalled. IVto st^^ isthe tj^c qualification for the ' 

post, ITte posto above toik^m ^led category which are 
Junior toelmidan and junior opermor. The qualification for , 
junioroperator is rn.Hiplornain Chemical Engi:^^ , 
BSc in Chemistry. For the post of junior technician ; 
categt^, rn or Diploma is the qualification. Above that : 
toereare C Gr., B Gr. and A Gr. As per Article-XII ofExt. 
W ldigtbility fin-getting additional increment is to acquire ’ 
addiUtmal hi^ier qualificatiwr which should relate to area 
of foncthm of a worker and the qualification should be . 
approved one. According to the unions though the 
workmen iitvolved in this dispute acquired the necessary 
qualifteations aiKl sifomittod certificates, management did 
not saiKtion additional increment due to the opto^sition 
of 3rd urttbtt But aoemding to toe managem^ts aHdirin nai 


“Those workers who acquire additional 
qualifications such as Engineering Degree MBA, 
which contribute to their better performance', may 
be given one advance increment, from the date of 
passing the respective examinations, on production 
of the certificate. This will take effect from the date 
of signing the agreement. Those already possessing 
these qualifications will also be allowed toe benefit 
from the same date.’’ 


increment could not be sanctioned because there was no 
concensus between the unions and that resulted non 
irnplcmentation ofthe sai^ article. Union No .2 in Annexure 
to the claim statement filed before this Tribunal has slated 
tlte details of nine workmen who claimed additional 
increment. The designation, basic qualification for 
appointmern, date of oitry, qualification when entered in 
service, additional qualification acquired while in service 
and years of aoquiation of such ipialifications are stated 
in detail. The witness examined on toe side of the 


The contention of the unions is that Ext. Ml 
recommendation is not applicable in the presem dispute 
as Ext. Ml recommend advance ihcretiKm and not 
additional increment as stated in the is^ under reference. 


management as MWI has admitted that the additional 
qualfficmion acqinred by toese 9 woikmen arc coinnected 
with their area of fimefioriing and also connected with 
bett^ perfinrmattoe. This witness has luither admitted that 
managehte^ has no otgection in granting the benefit to 
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these 9 workmen if the unions agreed. No doubt Sri 
Narayana Pillai in Ext. Ml report proposed to allow one 
advance increment to those workmen who acquire 
additional qualification such as Degree in Engineering, 
MBA, v^ich contribute to their better performance. But it 
may 1^ noticed that in Ext. W1 there is no specification 
regarding the particular qualification sought to be acquired 
by the workmen for getting additional increment. As MWl 
has admitted the eligibility of 9 workmen mentioned above 
and the qualifications are not specified in Ext. Wl, the 
claim of these workmen for getting ^ditional increment is 
fully justified and the objection raised by union No. 3 as 
n * eged is without any justification. 

8. I’here are no details regarding the number of 
w orkmen and the qualifications acquired by them who^ 
represented by union No. 1 in this dispute. Howevei*i 
the Annexure to the claim statement filed by union No. 2 
as mentioned above, the additional qualifications which 
are necessary for each category of post for getting 
eligibility to claim additional increment are admitte^be 
sufficient even by the management witness. These 
qualifications arc equal to what is stated in Article-XII of 
Ext. W1. Therefore, the management can very well grant 
additional increment to other employees who have 
acquired qualifications as stated in the Annexure to the 
claim statement of union No. 2. In the circumstances of 
the case I make it clear that it is highly necessary to 
incorporate in Ext. Wl additional qualifications required 
for each post for claiming additional increment at the earliest 
in the light of the observations made above and in 
consultation with the unions. 

9. In the light of the above discussion, 1 specify 
below additional qualifications which can be considered 
by the management for granting of one additional increment 
in question. 

(1) Worker Gr. II—S.S.L.C, I.T.I. 

(2) Junior Technician and Junior Operator 
Degree in Mechanical Engg. 

(3) Clerk-cum-typist— 

Post Graduate Degree, Post Graduate Diploma in 
Personal Management and Industrial Relations and Higher 
qualification in Typewriting. 

(4) Senior Gr. Asst— 

Post Graduate Degree or post Graduate Diploma in 
Personal Management and Industrial Relations. 

(5) Time Keeper— 

Post Graduate Diploma in Personal Management 
and Industiral Relations and similar equal Degree. 

(6) Asst. Gr. II— 

Post Graduate Degree or post Graduate Diploma in 


Personal Management and Industiral Relations. 

(7) Assistant-cum-Librarian— 

Post Graduate Degree in Sociology, Political Science, 
Library Science etc. 

Documentation A^istant— 

Post Graduate Degree, in Sociology, Political Science, 
Library Science etc. 

An award is passed accordingly. 

C.N, SASIDHARAN, Industrial Tribunal 
APPENDK 

Witnesses examine^n the side of the Worknm 
WWl.. SriDariasD’Cruz 
WW2. SriS.Kishor. 

Witness examined on the side of the Workman 
Ext Wl. Memorandum of settlement between the 

management and their woikman dated 27-5“ 1997 

Ext W2. Copy of representation submitted before the 

AssL Labour Cominissioner (Central) Trivandrum 

by the Titanium (implex Employees Union dated 
19-11-1998. 

ExL W3, True copy of letter issued to the Joint Director 
Sri Rajindra Parsad, Institute of (Communication 
and Management, Bombay from Commissioner 
and Secretary to Government of Kerla, General 
Administration Deptv dated 16-6-1984 with 
Ciovamment erfindia notification dated 15-1-1979. 

ExL W4. Photostat copy of notice dated 2-12-1997 
published!^ the management. 

Ext W5. (Certificate of Post Graduate Diploma in Industrial 
Relations and Personal Nfenagement issued from 
Bharate^ Vidyabhavan to Sri K. N. Jawahar. 

ExL W6. Certificate (rfpost GraduateDiploma in Industrial 
Relations and Personel Management issued from 
Bhartheeya Vidyabhavan to Sri K. P. Mathew. 

Documents marked on the side of the Management 

ExL Ml. Photostat copy of the report of Sri M. Narayana 
Pillai on the revision of pay scale etc. dated 
7-11-19%. 

EjU. M2. (Copy of min utes between the management and 
union representatives in the chamber of Hon’ble 
Minister for Industrie, Kerela dated 7-5-1997 

ExL M3 . (Copy of letter send by the management to the 
Asstt. Labour Commissioner, Central dated 
25-11-1998. 

ExLM 4. (Copy of conciliation report dated 24-12-1999. 
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3^^^ 1?rf^ gf |gi>P i 4) 
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New Delhi, the 31st October, 2003 

S.O. 3252.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govenunent herdjy publishes the award (Ref. No. 227/99) 
of the Central Govanment Industiial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Coint, Mumbai No. 2 as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dilute between the employers in relation to tiie 
management of M/s. Bharat Shell Ltd. and their wotkman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
30-10-2003. 
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M/s. Bltaiat Shell Limited, 

PlotNo.T-5,MIDC, 

Taloja, Rai^adh-410 208 

V/s. 

ThierWoikmen 

The Geaeial Secretary, 

Kokan Gaieral Kamgar Union, 

ManikBhavan, 

Near Jondhale High School, 

Shastri Chowk, 

Dombivli(West)-421 202. 

Appearances: 

FortheEn^)toycr Nfr. S.J. Padchr, 

Advocate 

Forthe workmen : Nfr. AK. Phadke, 

Advocate 

Mumbai, dated 18th August, 2003 
AWARD 
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INo.L-30011/40/99-IR(M)J 
B.M DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CimiUL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNa 2 , MUMBAI 
PRESENT: 


S.N. Saundankar, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/227 of 1999 


EMPLOYERS INRELATfON TOTHE 
MANAGEMENTOFMA BHARAT SHELL LIMITED, 
TALOIA 


The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. L-30011/40/99/IR(M) dated 30-11-1999 at^ 
28-2^2000 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 0D 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 ^f 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred tie 
foUowing dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

Whether the action of the management if 
M/s. Bharat Shell Ltd., Taloja in not regularising tie 
enq)Ioymentof 15 contract workers (as per annexur :) 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief tl e 
worloncnareaititlcdto?” ^ 



ANNEXURE‘A 


List of workmen working with M/s. Y.N. Enterprises who have contract with M/s. Bharat SheU Limited, Plot No. T-5 ^ 

MJ.D.C Tatoja, Tal: Panvel, Distt Raigad 


Sr. Nameofworionan 

No. 

Date of 
joining 
service 

Designation 

Naturqof 

work 

Salary/ 

Wages 

Dateqff 

termination 

ofserviop 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

--? 

1- Mr. TulshiramSakharamPatil 

7-1-1997 

Sweeper Cleaning and 
Sweeping 

Rs. 85 per 
day 

-- 

22-3-1999 

2. Mr. JayramKathorKathe 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do* 

3. Mr. JanardhanHenderKamble 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do* 

4. Mr. Janu Kanha Kathe 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do* 

5. Mr. NavneetKashinadi Sangatte 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-dor 
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1 

2 ^ 

4 

5 

6 

7 

6. 

Mr. Shankar BaluBhoir 7-1-1997 : 

Sweeper Cleaning and 
Sweepmg 

Rs.85 per 
day 

22-3-1999 

7. 

Mr. Ananta Pandurang Tarekar 2-6-1997 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

8. 

Mr. D eepak Pandharinath Poqi -do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

9. 

Mr. Namdeo SavlaramDare 15-11-1998 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 


ANNKXIERE*B» 

Ust of workmen working with M/s. Harit who have contract wiA M/s. Bharat SheJl Umhed^ Plot No. T-5, M.LD.C 

Taloja, Tal: PaiM^^wgad) 


Sr, Name of workman 

No. 

Date of 
joining 
service 


Nature of 
work 

Salary/ 

Wages 

Date of 
terndnarion 
of service 

1 2 

3 


5 

6 

7 

1. Mr. Shankar GotiramDhare 

1 Vlr. Suresh Padu Bhopi 

3. Mr. Shaman Dwarkanath Pawashe 

4. Mr. SliitaramGanpatMhatre 

5. Mr. Maruti Baliram Sangde 

6. Mr. RameshTukaramPatil 

15*6-1996 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

NoVember 1997 

^eqper 

-do- 

; ■ -dp-. 

■ \ '...“db- 

-do-’.. 

rdO-. 

Cleaning and 
Sweeping 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 

00 

22-3-1999 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 


2 Fifteen workers named in Aimexure were working illegal^ ^continued the workers and thereafter engag^ 

in Management Company at Taloja throng Contractors. 

Vide Claim Statement (Exhibit-7) Unionaverreddrat six out Pisq^iates concerned needs to be 

of 15 workmen as mentioned in Atmexure ‘A’ employed in r^g^mised is the service of the Company and that 

the premises of the Company for the work of gardening and nuwi a gCTi c^^ directed accnrdingty. 

sweeping by Contractor, Harit alias Hariyali on 15'^-19%/ Ma^ement Company resisted the claim vide 

1-11-1997, all of a sudden were disallowed to work on statement (Exhibit-10) contending that the 

22-3-1999 saying the principal eiiq)loyer terminated the ^;>prc^ate Government for the Company under section 
contract. It is contended that those workers had put more 2(a) of ftie hshistrial Disputes Act, is the State Govenunent 
than 240 cbys in a calendar year and that without following ^ not the Central Government, therefore, this Tribunal 
the provisions of tlie I.D. Act, they were terminated. It is has no jurisdiction to aitertain and adjudicate the reference, 
pleaded tliat some of the workers mentioned in Annexure Jt is ^sp-ed that work of planting trees was given to the 
'A’ were engaged on contract basis from 22-4-1999 by contraetarHanyali vide agreement dated 1-8-1998 for one 
another Contractor, viz. Industrial Housekeeping and year and that on e 3 q)iry of the same, it was given to another 
Gardening P\ t. Ltd. According to Union 9 workers ; arntractmfrom 20-3-1999. It is contended the work of 
mentioned in Annexure ‘B’ were engaged by the rf ftaning i ^tafirting is temporary and that the contractor’s 
inanagcin ent M/s. Bharat Shell Ltd. through Contractor, ; omceriied donot employ more than 20 ^loyees at a time 
Y.N. Enterprises for cleaning and sweeping work in ftte ; gj a precc^ngyear, therefore, there is no necessity for 
plant prem iscs from 7-1-1997/15-11 -1998 and that though tontoobtem licence for engaging labourers under section 
they worked more than 240 days, they were also not given \ ,12 of |be GoWractor Labour (Regulation and Abolition) 
work from 22-.3-I999. However lateron the management Act 1970. It is contended after completion of the contract 
engaged them througli Contractor, Industrial Housekeeping period, die new Conttactorhad engaged the workers under 
imd Gardening fM. Ltd. from 22-4-1999. It is contendedby f lefertnce therefore they have no concern whatsoever with 
the not ifi cation dated 9-12-1976 the CTOvemment of India , ftie Cmn|»ny. Ris denied thatthe workers were disengaged 

proh ib it ed ei np loym ent of contract labour with effect " , by ^ Coaa|dDiy> coBsequentJy, the clmm being devoid of 

1-3-1977 and in spite of this, the management engaged the ^ maattagohent Company prayed- to dismiss the 

workers on contract. It is averred that since the iiMnageim^ ,. feCer^ieewifli costs in hraine. 










TO Wf^ ; Wy 22, 2003/gW^m 1, 1925 


4. On the basis erf pleadings Issues were framed at 

Exhibit-19 and m that context wc^kers under reference viz. 
Deq)ak Poqi, Shankar Dhare, Ananala Tarekar and the 
General Secretary of the Kedcan Kamgar Union filed 
affidavits in Mea<rfBxaiEiinalifm^D<;}ikf (E?dnl^ 20,25,28, 
23) and closed oral evidence vide ptsslns (Exhibit-29). In 
rdmttal. Manager Eiqtloyee Rdations Mr j.n tanlfar on 
behalf of the Cranpany fited affidavit (E5diftMt-31) aid closed 
oral evidence vrti? (Exhibit-33). 

5. Workman ffled Wiftten Sahmiadnos (F,xlribit-34) 
and the management Company (Exhibit-35). Onpenising 
the record, written submissions and hearing the counsels 
at length, I record my findings on the issues for the reaons 
mentioned below: 


Issues 

Findmgs 

1. WheAm-Aeref^enceismaintainabteas 
averred m Written St^ro^para 3 & 4? 

Yes. 

Z WheAerAe action of Aemanagmnmit 

Action is 

of M/s. Bharat Shell Ltd., Talojam 

legal & 

not regularising Ae enqiloyment of 

15 contract workers is legal and 
justified? 

justified 

3. What relief the said workmen are 

AspCTordCT 

entitled to? 

below 


REASONS 

6. At the threshold, the Learned Counsel Mr. Patkar 

for the management Conqiany inviting attention to the 
Written Statement para-3 & 4 submitted that the Conqiany 
which manufactures and markets petroleum governed by 
four Directors of M/s. BPCL and four Director of M/s. 
Shell Overseas Investment and that the Con^ai^ being 
not a Central Govemment/Public Sector Undertaking nor 
con^lled industry, the ^ropriate Government under 
section* 2 (a) of the Industnal Disputes Act in so far as the 
Company is the State Government and not the Central 
Government, therefore, the reference before this Tribunal 
is not maintainable. In contra, the Learned Counsel Mr. 
Phadke for the Union urged that by the notification da ted 
3rd July 1998 the Nfinistiy of Labour issued directions that 
all the powers exercisable in relation to all Public Sector 
Undertaking specified in schedule annexed to the 
notification be exercisable by the State Government 
how ever, that notification does not include the name of the 
instanL^mpany and since the Conqiany is a Central 
Gov^ment Undertaking, relying on the decision of the 
Hon ble Si^reme Court in case Hindustan Aeronautics 
Ltd. & Anr. V/s. Hindustan Aeronautics Canteen 
Karmachaii Sangh & Ors. Civil Appeal No. 3659 of2002 he 
submits that since the Central Government issued 
registration certificate under the Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act necessarily the Central 
Govemmentis appiopi^ mithority. At^ttedly Company 
is subsidised Qm^^any of BPCL mid to name of Company 
does not find place in the 129 est^hshments appearing in 



notification dated 3rd My, 1998 as such the Con^ji^ 
being an undertaking erf Ceated Govemniat, relyingrin 
the decision sup^ I find no fence in the Mn^KadoB of 11 ^ 
Pa&m. Consequently reference is well maiatain^le ahd 

to toTribimal has juris^etkm in widfft to CBlerto ain] 
^cide'i^ smne. Issue No. I is therefwe a^wer in^ 


7. Umonspecificallypomtedout to wftosnamled 

in Annexures ‘A’ & ‘B’ toM 15 were eatgj^ 


but siiK:c they worked for thS Coii^«Biy, as prinr^i 
employer, it is under obligmUm to regulmise them ime|eir 
thc provisions of the industrial Disputes Act. Deq)ak Pojrli 
in his evidence (Exhibit-20) stated that the work^ 

mertioned in Aimexme ‘ A" wMked in the Company thn»%h 

ContractOT from June 1996 till November 1997 for cleamig 
mid swe^mg the plant area in the Conqjany prmnises 
that Con^miy used to p^ them wages am momhly baa^, 

however they were orally tenninated on 22-3-1999 though 

worked more than 240 days. He pointed out that Tulsirapi 
Patil was reeng^ed by die Conq)any w.e.f. 22-4-199p. 
Shankar Dare stated that he and other workefs |n 
Annexure ‘B’ were cn^loyed by the Conqi«iy tfarm^ 
oontiactorHariyahfiom 15'^-1996asGandenar-€Bm-Swe^ptr 
howeverthey were also orally terminated on 22r3-1999agd 
later on from 22-4-1999 diey all were aga%» eagagei. 

According to him Aough the work is perennia^pennmicW 

and Ae .Government notification prohibits to engage 
coittract labourers for sweeping, deaning work of buildiii|, 
Acy were not regularised. The Employee Rdatiogs 
Excci^e Nfr. Lotankarpointed oA to Ae woA of ptantw^ 
trees is not of perennial nature nor connecting wiA the 
manufacturii^mocess, Aerefore the Qmmany termimted 
the contrad, consequently Ae workers under referenep 
being the workers of contracts apd since Aey wc«t 
engaged and paid by the contractor, Ae Company doeis 
not come into picture. 

1 

& Deqiak Poiji m his cross-examinatipn para If) 
admitted that Aey were engaged by Ae contractor, Aeir 
attendance was recorded by Ac contractor and were gettiiiS 
wages from Ae contractor which finds siq^rt from woikv 
Shankar Dhare, which clearly indicates that Ac workfeif 
under reference were of contractors. So far work i| 
concerned, admittedly workersrefeired m Aimexure A’ ig 
‘B' were doing work of a gardening/sweeping. The Learned 
Counsel Mr. Patkar at this juncture submits that since Ae 
plants have grown Actc is no need of watering, Aerefor# 
the planting woik being tempormy after coirpletion of Ae 
work Ac contract was terminated, consequently Ac woik 
bemg not peromiaJ question of regularismg the workers 
does arfee. CA pemsal Ae record it k seen some wmkmd 
mentioned m Annexures are still working m the Coii^any) 
through the contractors viz. htoustrial Housdempiag and 
Gardenii^ (P) Ltd andHariyali Enterprises, wMch ^lowd 
though contractors ch^ged, workras continued to world 
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consequently the Company being not the employer 
question of their termination and reinstatement by the 
Company, does not arise. 

9. TheLeamedCounselMr.Phadkeurgedwithtbrce 
that all the 15 woilcers had completed more than 240 days 
and that at the relevant time the Company was prohibited 
engaging contract labour therefore at least four workers 
who are not in the service named in para A-6 of the Claim 
Statement deserve to be regularised since 22-4-1999. At 
this juncture, the Learned Counsel Mr. Patkar submits that 
Company possesses a registration certificate and the 
concerned Contractor a valid licence as per Section 7/12 of 
Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 
therefore it is for the Contractor to decide to whom to 
engage since they have to remain directly under the control 
and si^ervision of the Contractor. Mr. Patkar submits that 
Contractors concerned do not employ more than twenty 
employees consequently to obtain licence under the Act, 
is not mandatory for them. On going through the record as 
a whole, since the woikers under reference were of contract 
labourers and that employer and employee relationsh^) 
does not exist between the company and the workers, 
question of their regularisation by the company does not 
stand to reason. Consequently action of the management 
in not regularising the contract workers is legal and fully 
justified and that none of the workers are entitled to any 
relief. Issues are answered accordingly and hence the order: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of M/s. Bharat Shell 
Ltd, Taloja in not regularising the employment of 15 
contract workers is legal and justified. 

S. N SAUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 
31 2003 

3253—Pw 1947 (1947 

5BT 14) ^ 17 % 4 

4|i’^<=b< (in. 

^ 3^1% cb4«bKl' % ^difw 

wn 50/1988) ^ t, 

30-10-2003 ^ f 3TT «n I 

[TTo R?T-29012/42/88-'^-in (^] 

New Delhi, the 31st October, 2003 

S.O. 3253.—In pursuance of Section 17 pf the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/1988) 
of the Central Govotuu^ Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Mumbai No. 2 as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the eir 5 )loyers in relation to the 


management of M/s. Rajaram Bandekar (Suigao) Mines 
Pvt. Ltd. and their woikman, which was received by the 
Central Governmenton30-10-2003. 

[No. L-29012/42/88-D-Iir(B)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

beforetheceniralgovernment 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 2, 

MUMBAI 

Present : 

S.N. Saimdankar, Preading Officer 
Referaice No. CGIT-2/50 of 1988 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TOTHE 
MANAGEMENTS 

M/S. Rajaram Banddcar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt Limited, 
Goa 

The Managing Director, 

M/s. Rajaram Bandekar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt. Limited, 

Nitin Chambers, 

SwatantraPath, P.O. Box No. 31, 

Vasoo-da-Gama, 

Goa-403802 

V/s. 

Thier Workmen: 

The General Secretary, 

Goa Kfining Labour Welfare Union, 

Through Mr. Stq)hen Fernandes, 

House No. 181/11. 

Bhati Waddo, 

Pana,BaFdez, 

Goa403 510 
i^pearances: 

FordieE^]doyer : Mr.M.S. Bandodkar, 

Advocate 

Forthewoikmen : Mr.TP. Pereira, 

Advocate 

Mumbai, dated 1st Octt^er, 2003. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of labour by its 
Order No. L-29012/42/88-D-III (B) dated 17-11-1988 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of Strb- 
section (1) and Sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Dilutes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dilute to this Tribunal for adjudication; 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Rajaram Bandekar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt Ltd., Vasco- 
da-Gama in terminating the services of Shri Stq)hen 
Fernandes, Suiveyorwith effect from 30-6-1985 is 
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justified? If not, what relief the said woikman is 
entitled to? 

1 ByflieAwanidated27.3.1997(Exhihit-25)inyL^ed 

Predecessor held that Shri Stephen Fernandes, Surveyor 
woridng in M/s, Rajaiam Banddcar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt. 
Ltd., being not a workman within the definition of Section 
2(s) of the Industrial Ehsputes Act, the refoence is not 
maintainable. It is seen fiomdie record by the Writ Petition 
No. 72 of 1998 Shn St^hen Fernandes fhallen g tyt the saiH 
Award and that the Hon’ble Court Bombay, Panaji 
Benc h (Go a) by the Order dated 7/13-9-2001 setting aside 
the Award remanded the matter for deciding on merits. It is 
further seen the management Cbnq)any by Letters Patent 
Appeal No. 6 of 2002 assailed the said Chder before the 
Division Boich of Honlile Bondbay High Court at Goa 
wherein by the Imerirn Award dated 15-7-2002. Their 

Lordshqis had directed tills Tfibunal to record the evidence 
only in the inatter and not declare the Award till the deciskm 

of appeal and consequently this Tiibuiial had recorded the 
evideace and the matter was kept for argnments/Award. 

3. Managanent Company along with Idfter (Exhibit-52) 
filed copy of the Judgement of the Division Bench of the 
Hon’ble Hijh Court of Bombay at Goa dated 15.9.2003 
wherdiy the Hon’ble Hi^ Cburt confirmed the Award of 
the Tribunal setting aside the Judgement and Order passed 
by the Single Judge holding Mr. Stephen Fernandes as not 
woikman and consequently rgected the referaice being 
not conqietent In view of the said Order, the reference 
stands disposed of and hoice the order: 

ORDER 

Reference stands d^xised of as not conpetent vide 
Judgement and Order of Hon’ble High Court of 
Bontiiay at Goa (Exhibit-52). 

S.N. SAUNDANKAR, Presidiiig Officer 

RAJARAM BANDEKAR(SOaGAO)MINES PVT. LTD. 

Date: 25-09-2003 
To, 

Secretary to the Court, 

The Central Government, 

Industrial Tribunal No. 2, 

2nd Floor, Shrmn Raksha Bhavan, 

Shivshrushti Road, 

QffEasteni Express Highway, 

0|^. Priyadardiini, Sion, 

Muni^ai-400022. 

Refermce No. CGIT-2/50 of 1988 
Enqiloyers in relation to the Nfenagement of 
M/s. Rajaram Bandekar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt Ltd. 
and Their Workmen 
Sr, 

The Division Bench of the High Court of Bombay at 
Panaji by its Order dated 25th June, 2002 passed in the 


LETTERS PATENT” .^peal No. 6 of 2002 was whi|e 
permitting the Court of the Central Govt Indiisirial TribunH 
No. 2 to proceed to record evidence in the above case wsis 
pleased by way of interimdirections, to reslraintiie Tribunal 
to declare its award till the decision of the Honble Hi^ 
Court in the LPA 

The Enployer hereby is pleased to inform you th^ 
the Division Bench of the Honble Hi^ Court at Pan^i Gon 
waspleased by its order dated I5-9-2003,toaUowtheLP4 
quashing and setting aside the Judgement and order dated 
7/13-9-2001 passed by the Learned Single Judge of th? 
High Court at Panaji in Writ Petition No. 72/98 filed by tl^ .. 
Enqiloyee Shri. .St^heu Femai^es challenging the 
AWARD and ORDER dated 27-^-97 of this Industrie 
Tribunal No. 2 . Thus the validity of the said AWARiy 
ORDERdated 27th March, 1997 ofthelnhistrial Tribunal 
No. 2 stands revived and comes in force and therefore 
assmnes finality. 

IheEhploy^ M/s. R^mamBanddcar (Sirigao) Nfin^ 
Pvt. Ltd. therefore, pursuant thereto submit that nothing 
more survives in/the abbve referaice and all {xroceedinp 
therein come to jn end. Copy of the said order dated I5-9i 
2003 isannexedneretoforyouriinmediatereadyreferencei 
EMPLOYERS 

M/s. R^aram Bandekar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt. Ltd. 

NARaYANR BANDEKAR, Managing Director 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA 
LElTllRS PATENT APPEAL NO. 6/2P0L 

M^S. Rajaram B anddcar 

(Sirigao) Ntoes Pvt Ltd., 
withOfficeat 
Vaseo-da-Gama, Goa 

... Appellant. 

VERSUS 

1. Stephoi Fernandes, i 

Surveyor, aged about 
61 years, 

residing at Mangurish 
Building, Assnora, Baidez, CJoa. 

1 C^tial Government 
Industrial Tribunal, 
with office at Mumbai. 

... Re^ondents 

Mr. AF. Diiiiz,'Advocate for the ilqrpeilaiit. 

Mr. M.B. D’ Cbsta, Senior Advocate withMt. J.A. Lobo, 
Advocate for the Respondoit No. 1. 

CORAM: RJ.KOCHAR& 

P.V.HARDAS,JJ. 

Date ofReserving the Judgement : 3-9-2003. 

Date ofPronouncing the Judgement : 15-9-2003 
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JUDGEMENT; (PER R.J. KOCHAR, J.) 

The appellant/employer is aggrieved by the 
impugned Judgement and oiderpassedby the learned single 
Judge of this Court on S^temba 7/13,2001 in Writ Petition 
No. 72/1998, wherein the respondent No. 1 employee, as 
the original petitioner had questioned the legality and 
priority of tlie Award Part I passedby the Industrial Tribunal 
in Reference No. CGIT-2/50 of 1988 holding that the 
petitioner employee was not a woitanan within the definition 
of Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
therefore it was held that the reference was not maintainable. 
The learned Single Judge, by the impugned order, quashed 
and set aside the aforesaid Award of the Tribunal and held 
and declared that the original petitioner was a workman 
under Section 2(s) of the Act and remanded the matter to 
the Tribunal for trial on merits. 

2 . Tlic grievance of the petitioner in the Reference 
was that he was unlawfully terminated from employment 
with effect from 30th June, 1985. He therefore sought 
consequential relief ol reinstatement with full back wages 
and continuity of service in his statement of claim. As we 
are not concerned w ith the facts or the merits of the case, 
we are not stating the other pleadings of the parties before 
the Tribunal. The petitioner filed his statement of claim, 
justifying his demend questioning the legality and 
propriety of the Order of termination. The appellant/ 
employer filed his written statement and raised a 
preliininaiy' objection in respect of the maintainability of 
the Reference on the ground that the petitioner/employee 
was not falling within the definition of Section 2(s) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act and therefore the Reference made 
by the appropriate Government was not competent. Since 
the question of jurisdiction was raised, the learned 
Member of the Tribunal proceeded to decide the same as 
a preliminarv issue and he answered the same in favour of 
tlie appellant/employer. He held that as Surveyor, the 
Workman did not satisfy the test of the definition of 
workman under Section 2(s) of the Act and therefore he 
held that the Reference was not competent. The parties 
had adduced oral and documentary evidence on the basis 
of which the Tribunal concluded that the workman in the 
Reference was not in fact a Workman as defined under 
Section 2(s) of tlie Act and therefore the reference was 
bad in law as there was no industrial dispute between the 
employer and a workman as contemplated by the 
provisions of the I D. Act. The Tribunal considered the 
evidence on record and held that the duties performed by 
the petitioner/workman did not satisfy the substantive 
main part of the definition of Section 2(s) of the Act. 

3. Aggrieved by the aforesaid Award of the Tribunal 
the petitioner/worknum approached tliis Court by filing 
the Writ Petition under Articles 226 and 227 of the 
Constitution of India. The learned Single Judge by the 
impugned order, as stated above, quashed and set aside 


the said Award and remitted the matterto the Tribunal for 
final disposalmimmts. We are informed that the Tribunal 
has aheady completed the recording of evidaicc on merits, 
but it has not giv«i its final Award as the Tribunal is 

restrained by diis Court fiomdoing so during the pendency 

of the innesatt L.P. A. 

4, We have heard the learned counsel on both the 
sides. We have offefully gone through the proceedings. 
We are satisfied to the core that toe was ^sohitely no 
good ground fw: the learned Single Judge to have interfered 
with tile well reasoned Award of the Tribimal wduch was 
based on evidence and material m record, Tbe decision of 
the learned Single Judge is ^trary to the le^ position in 
■ respect of the definitio^f Workman given under Section 
2(s) of the I.D. Act Itaj^eais tiiatthe learned Single Judge 
was not shown that the ^eUant/cmployo’ had led oral 
evidence of its Project-in-Ctoge who had not only filed 
his affidavit, but was also cross-examined. Uie learned 
Single Judge tiierefore has meiUioned inparagr^h 17 that 
the Con^pany had not led evidence to prove that the work 
toe by tile petitioner was of s^iervisory nature or that he 
was exercising supervisory powers. We also fail to 
^^reciate how the learned Single Judge has observed that 
the TribunM had travelled beyond its jurisdiction and 
authority in coming to the conclmsion that the petitioner 
was woridng in a siq>crvisory capacity and therefore not a 
worionan. The Uidustrial Tribunal which was called upon 
to adjudicate the industrial diq^ute referred to it by the 
^ipropriate Government under Section 10(1) of the Act had 
perfect jurisdiction to decide all the issues raised before 
the Tribunal. With respect to the learned. Single Judge, we 
fail to understand how it can be said that the legally 
constituted Tribunal under the Act to decide the legality 
and validity of the industrial disputes could be said that it 
had no jurisdiction to decide the question whether the 
Reference was competent or not on the basis whether the 
Workman satisfied the definition of Section 2(s) of the Act. 
We also do not agree with the conclusion drawn by the 
learned Single. Judge that the findings recorded by the 
Tribunal are perverse. 

5, We have ourselves perused the entire Award and 
we find that the Tribunal has considered the evidence 
and has based its conclusion on the basis of the material 
adduced before the Tribunal. We fail to understand on 
what basis the learned Single Judge has observed that 
the Tribunal has failed to exercise jurisdiction vested in it 
and decided the dispute by giving a perverse finding on 
a preliminary issue. The Tribunal has considered the 
evidence and material before it and has recorded its 
preliminary finding. The Tribunal was well within its 
jurisdiction to decide the said issue and has decided the 
same on the basis of the material before the Tribunal. We 
therefore are of the opinion that the Award of the Tribunal 
cannot be termed or deemed as perverse or it cannot be 
said that the Tribunal has failed to exa-cise its jurisdiction. 






m 



The TrHnmal has inghtiy and prope rty exerdsed its 
jurisdiction and has given.its Award oh the basis of the 
evidence and material on record. The Tribunal has also 
considered the piovisicnis of the Special Act namely the 
Mines Act and also die MetrtlifennB KfinesRegidatiQns, 
1% 1. We do notfiml any eorm of law or&ct mperveasity 
in the findings recorddi b^ the Tribunal to wuiant 
interference by this Conri under its extraordinary 
jurisdy^tkmtmder Ailides 2i6and 227 of die Constitution 
of India. 

6. Even then we have ihdqpendentty consictered the 
question whether the petitionei/eiiiploy ee faUs^withm the 
definition of Workman given inaier Secticm 2(s) of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The petitioner/ enployee 
was pointed as Surveyor and he was holding the post of 
Surveyor which is a statutory post required to be created 
under the Law of Mines and N^erals. There is no dispute 
that thepedtioner/enqiloyee was independently governed 
by separate service conditions. There is also no dilute 
that he was provided with a furtiished rent , free 
accommodatioa He was also eigoyxng elK|tiic^nn^iyadff 
without any payment. He was imt govc^ed % 
settlement between the managbneni and die Wodahan ai^, 
he was not getting any benefits under the sa^ sc^einaoL 
There is also no dispute that Draftsmen and hdiourms were 
woikmguiMierhira There is also no dispute that there is a 
grade or category of Foreman below the grade of Surveyor 
airi such a Fcnemen is lira a workman Shii Dini^ the lemned 
counsel gearing for the ^peilant, before us has points 
out the anomaly that if the coriteiitionof the petitiarierlhat 
he is a workman is accepted, in that case the Foreman triio 
works below him is not a workman while the Surveyorbeing 
a supraior, would be a workman, .^art fiomthe ^otesaid 
inpoitant conditions which definitely Irad us to infer thra 
the petitioner certainly does not fall within the tnaiti 
definition of ‘ Woricman’ under Section 2(s) of the LD. Act 
We have further considered the provisions of the law and 
in particular the prowons of the Metalliferous^ Mines 
Regulation, 1961 under wMch several posts have jhom 
created and their duties and re^ionsibilities have been 
statutorily defined in Ch^cr V. The Cluster is 

as '‘Duties andResponsibilrties of Wcnkman, Competent 
Persons and Officials”. From this cation of Ch^ter V 
under the Regulation itself has made a distinctionbetween 
workman and officials. The categoty of w oikman istpea fcd 
separately. Underdie Regulations, “official** Uetmedas 
under:— 

“Section 2(23) “official” meansa|idcm 
appointed in writing by the ownra’, ^ent or 
managerto perform duties of sqpeaviskm in a mine 
or part titeceof, and mchides an asshtantmanager, 
imiiBdaqfflmmd wian^^ amiaefomman, a mining 
mate, an oiginera and a Surveyor,” 

7. It is therefore clear that the employees enqrloyed 


of the Mine umter lhe Mines Act. In this ftefinitiori 
‘werimum ’ is not inchided. Rede 2(19) defines “Mine 
feneraan* ’ as apermn toperfonnthe dutiesof sepervisiem 
orccmtrramaimneorpartthraeof. Ouster Vdkefinestiia 
duties and reipomibdft^ ^ workman, competsmpersonsi 
and officials separately and mmindy. Regulation 52 whidi 
piescribesduties and Tespcmsft>ilhies of Surveyors, read$ 
asundra:—' * 

“Duties and responsibilities of Surveyors. 
-(1) Every surveyor strall - (a) make sudi surveys 
aiul leveUtngs, and jnqxare such plans and 
sectkms, and ftaciiigs thereof as the manager may 
direclil* as may be required by the Act or by the 
j^^ula^nsoroiriraismadethcreiuider, raid riiall 
rign theidiins, sections and tracuigs raid (late his 
sagnatine; and 

(b) be re^qxiiirable fra the accuracy of any 
' piffli raid section, ratrranngs 1hereof,lliat has hem 

prqiared and/or signed by hinu. . 

(2) The Surveyor shall record in a bound- 
' pa^^ book kcfft fra ftepui^ 

(a) fidl facts whenthe w()fidng (d* the tiime 
ha^ ^paoaefaed to abora 75 metres fiom the mine 
bonndiy or from disused or watra-logged 
warkings; 

(b) rary doubt whichmay exist, co]K;eining 
the accuracy of the plan and sectirais prepared! 
under these regulations, and 

<c) any otiier matter relating to thel 
in^aration of the plans, sections and tracings 
that be may like to bring to the’notice of the' 
mraiager. 

Every raitty in the book shall be signed and 
dated by the Surveyor, countersigned arid dated 
bythe manager: 

PixmdeddiatMiere in ariy initie two ormore 
surveyors are employed, each of the Surveyors ‘ 
shaU make the entries aforesaid in respect of the 
wor^ngs in his jurisdiction or the plans and 
sectkns in his charge. 

(3) Notlung in sub-regulation (2) shall 
absolve the owner, agent or manager of his 
responsibility under the Act and under these' 
regidations and endras rnade thoneuhder. ” 

Mt woidd also be rrtevaru to feinDduce Rule 66 to 
^rprecnate theriraies and respons^ilities of Surveyors 
woikuig in Mines:— 

“Prqpaiation of plans by Surveyor.- (1)* 
Every plan and section, and tracing thereof, \ 
prepared under the regulations shall be pr^ared ^ 
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by or under the personal supervision of a 
Surveyor appointed under regulation 38. 

(2) Every plan or section, or any part 
thereof, prepared by or under the personal 
superv ision of a Surveyor shall carry thereon a 
certificate by him to the effect that the plan or 
section or part thereof is correct, and shall be 
signed and dated by the Surveyor and 
countersigned and dated by the manager on every 
occasion that the plan or section is brought up to 
date. 

(3) Every tracing of a plan or section, or of 
any part tliereof, shall bear a reference to the 
original plan or section from which it was copied 
and shall be certified thereon by the Surveyor to 
be a true copy of the original plan or section. The 
certificate shall be signed and dated by him. 

(4) If the Surveyor fails or omits to show 
any part of tlie workings or allows any plan or 
section to be inaccurate, he shall be guilty of a 
breach of these regulations. Nothing in this 
regulation sliall. however, exenqjtthe owner agent 
or manager of his responsibility to ensure that 
c\ cry plan or section prepared, kept or submitted 
under these regulations or by an order made 
thereunder is correct and maintained up to date 
as required thereunder.' ’ 

9, The Tribunal has considered tlie evidence and 
material on record in tlic context of tlie aforesaid provisions 
of law and has gi ven correct finding that the petitioner/ 
employee did not fall w ithin the four comers of the definition 
of workman' under Section 2(s) of the l.D. Act. It wouldbe 
rclcvatit to reproduce Section 2{s) of the I D. Act which 
reads as under :— 

"(s) ’ workman" means any person 
{including im apprentice) employed in any industry 
to do any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, 
operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire 
or rew aid. whether tlie terms of employment be 
e\prc,ss or implied, and for the purposes of any 
proceeding under this Act in relation to an 
indii.sirial dispute, includes any siicli person who 
has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in 
connection with, or as a consequence of, that 
dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or 
ictrcnchmcnt has led to that dispute, but does 
not include any such person," 

l(t Reading the aforesaid provisions of law, by no 
stretch of imagination it can be said tliat Uic duties and 
responsibilities of the petitioner/employee would fall within 
the definition of 'workman’. We have to see the 
predominant work performed by a Surveyor which is a 
statutory post. Predominant nature of the duties partakes 


the character of administration and the woik in the edacity 
of a supervisor. A small clerical pr manual woik is always 
independoit work in every post. Often a person holding 
the post of tfiamgcr or an administrator has also to do 
some writing or some manual movements, but thereby he 
cannot be stretched in the main part of the definition of 
‘workman’. The predominant nature of the duties must fail 
within the definition of ‘workman’ if the concerned poson 
is to be characterised as ‘ workman’. Ih the present case 
^art from the perquisites which are not available to the 
workman who is dw^ governed by the terms of the 
settlement under the I.D. Act,* the main duties and 
re^onsibilities cast on the post of a Surveyor cannot and 
do not fall within the main definition of workman. They are 
ceitainly of administrative/siQiervisoiy nature. Considmng 
the nature of evid^ce on record and the aforesaid legal 
provisions, we are fully satisfied that the petitioner/ 
enqiloyee was enqiloyed as an official in the post of a 
Surveyor and was performing the duties of Surveyor as 
required under the Regulations and these duties and 
rei^onsibilities and the woik done by him, do not carry 
him in the realm of the main definition of ‘ woikman’ und^ 
Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act, They takehimoutofthepuiview 
of the main part of the definition. We may refer here the 
latest judgment of the Siqireme Court on the definition of 
"Workman under Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act, It has been 
reiterated, may by hundred times that while considering 
the issue of ‘woikman’ we must first find out from the 
material on record the primary duties and dominant nature 
of woik performed by the incumboit and that these duties 
must satisfy the tests prescribed in the substantive and 
main part of the definition. It is not permissible to test the 
duties negatively to say that they do not fall in the 
exceptional part and then to conclude that he automatically 
falls in the main part It is indeed the other way round. The 
woikman must at the first instance prove positively on the 
basis of material that he predominantly and substantively 
falls within the main part of the definition and not that he 
does not fall in the area covered by the exceptions in the 
definition. Hie learned Single Judge has committed grave 
error of law in this respect. The Supreme Court in the 
judgmoit of Hussan Mithu Mhasvadkar V. Bombay Iron & 
Steel Labour Board andanotherrqiortedin (2(K)I) 7 S.C.C., 
394 in para 10 observes a:s under 

‘ ‘No doubt, in deciding about the status of 
an employee, his designation alone cannot be said 
to be deciseve and what really should go into 
consideration is the nature of his duties and the 
powers conferred upon as well as the functions 
assigned to him. Even if the whole undertaking 
be an Industry, those who are not woikmen by 
definition may not be boiefitedby the said status, 
It is the predominant nature of tiie services that 
will be the true and propertest. Operations of the 
Government which are puie bnd similiciter 
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administrative and of a governmental character 
or incidental thereto cannot be characterized to 
be “industrial” in nature, be they performed by a 
department of the Government or by a q)ecially 
constituted statutory body to whom anyone or 
more of such functions are delegated of entrusted 
with. When, as in this case, as disclosed from 
Section 15 of the Act as also the provisions of the 
Scheme, the primary duties of an employee and 
the dominant purpose, aim and object of 
employment was to cany out only certain q)ecific 
statutory duties in the matter of effective 
enforcement and implementation of the Welfare 
Scheme in order to ameliorate and rehabilitate a 
particular cross section of labour, and, if need be, 
on the basis of his own decision which calls for a 
high degree of discretion and exercise of power 
to prosecute the violator of the provisions of the 
Act, Rules and the protisions of the Scheme, we 
are unable to accord our approval to the Haim 
made on behalf of the <q)pellmt that he can yetbe 
assigned the status of a “workman”, without 
doing violence to the language of Section 2(s) 
and the very purpose and object of the ID Act, 

194 7. That ^art, even Judging from the nature of 
powers and the manner of its exercise by an 
lnq)ector, ^pointed under the Act, in our view, 
the ^pellant cannot be considered to be engaged 
in doing any manual, unskilled, technical, 
operational, clerical or siq)ervisory work and the 
mere fact that in the course of performing his duties 
he had to also mantain, incidentally, records to 
evidence the duties performed by him, day to day, 
cannot result in the conversion of the post of 
“Inspector” into any one of those nature noticed 
above, without which, as held by a Constitution 
Bench of this Court in the decision in H.R. 

Adyanthaya case the <q)pellant cannot fall within 
the definition of “workman”. The powers of an 
Injector and duties and obligations cast i^on 
him as such are identical and akin to law enforcing 
agency or authority and also on a part with a 
prosecuting agency inthepublic law field.” 


11 . The Tribunal therefore has rightly held that the 
petitioner/ern)loyee was not a workman and therefore the 
industrial dii^ute referred by the ^)propriate Govermnent 
for adjudication of his dilute challenging the Order of 
termination was rightly held not competent and not 
maintainable. We do not find any error of law orpervereity 
in the order of the Tribunal to warrant interference of 
extraordinary Jurisdiction under the Constitution. The 
learned Single Judge has committed a grave error of law by 
interfering with the well reasoned Award of the Tribunal in 
his extraordinary and narrow Jurisdiction of Articles 226 
and 227 of the Constitution of India. There is certainly 
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miscarriage of Justice to warrant interference by us under 
the provisions of Clause 15 of the Letters Patent. 

12. We therefore allow the ^peal, quash and sot 
aside the judgment and order passed by the learned Single 
Judge and confirm the Award passed by the Tribunal 
rgecting the Reference not competent. The Tribunal not to 
pronounce its final award on merits. In the circumstances 
no order as to cost. 

13. Before parting, we may mention that as usual we 
tried to settle the diq)ute between the parties, particularly 
when we noticed that the enployee had met with an accident 
and was not able to work and was hospitalised for some 
time and therefore he was terminated from en:^)loyment. 
Considering his length of service and the age of retirement 
which he reached during the pendency of litigation, we 
tried to recommend compensation of Rs. 1,00,000/- to be 
paid by the ^)pellant/employer to the reqjondent/enployee. 
Since there was very wide gap between the parties, we left 
the thread of settlement at that point and we proceeded to 
deddetheL.P.A. onmaits. 

R. J. KOCHAR, J. 

P.V.HARDAS,J. 

3 2003 

W.OT. 3254.— 1947 (1947 

^ 14 ) 17 % ^ arfshM 

it>4<=hi<T% 

2 % "'Nr (WIT 31 /2003 ) ^ 

^ 31-10-2003 ^"aFcTfaflT I 

[•Ro 1^-11011/19/2002-311^ 37R ] 

New Delhi, the 3rd November, 2003 
S.O. 3254.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herrijy publishes the award (Ref No. 31/2003) 
of the Central Govemmeit Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Mumbai No. 2 as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dilute between the enployers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received b v the Central Government 
on31-10-2003. 

[No. L-11011/19/2002-IR(M)] 
B.M DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : 

S.N. Saundankar, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/31 of2003 
EMPLOYERS INRELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENTOF AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF INDIA 
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The Airport Director, 

Airport Authority of India, 
CSIATenriinal-l-B, 

Vile Parte (East), 

Mumbai4(X)099. 

V/s. 

THEIR WORKMEN 

The General Secretary, 

Indian Airport Employees Union, 
CPWD Worker’s Colony, 

Sahargaon, 

Mumbai400 099. 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. A. S. Patil, 

Advocate 


FORTHE WORKMEN :Mr. A.P.Kulkanu, 

Advocate 
MnndJai, dated 8th Octobff^ 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. L-1101 l/19/2002-IR(M) dated 19mMa:&2003/ 
28th July, 2003, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section i0c#1he Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of AAI 
Mumbai in not regularising the services of workmen 
whose names are mentioned in Aimexure A, B, & C 
isju^ified and legal ? If not, what relief the workman 
entitledto T 


ASSEXmErA 

LIST OF WORKERS WHO ARE EMPLOYED IN THE AAI MUMfiAI ATTHE WAREHOUMyCARGO 

COMPLEX FORTHE WORK<MFLQM®rG ^ 


Sr. 

No. 

Name 

Desigri^tion 

Date of Joining 
Length of Service 

Departmentalised 

on 

designation of 

AAI Permanent 
Warkerdoing same 
woik 

1, 

Ashok Satam 

Loader 

1-6-1986 

Tfll 


01-01-1993 

Loader 

2. 

Shivaji Mokal 


>7 

7f 

w ' 

” 

77 

3. 

Sidarth Jadhav 


77 

79 

77 

79 

79 

4. 

Vitthal Jadhav 



77 


77 

77 

5. 

Suresh Malap 



79 


99 

77 

6. 

Ramesh Shiike 

” 

” 


77 

77 

77 

7. 

Rajendra Khare 


” 

■’ , 


77 


8. 

Madhukar Bho sale 

77 

77 

77 

77 

77 

77 

9. 

RajuBorkar 


97 

77 

77 



10. 

Raju Pavvar 


11-10-88 

77 

77 


' 97 

11. 

Vishwiinath Gode 


15-09-89 




77 

12. 

Abdul Kareem 

” 

” 

79 



7^ 

13 

Manik Khandagale 

” 



• • 

77 


14. 

Anup Jaswal 



99 

77 


77 

15. 

James Parampog 


20-09-89 

77 

77 



16. 

Vmod Taiipure 


03-10-89 

>9 

77 



17. 

C. V. Tliomas 

77 

1140-90 

99 


77 

77 

18. 

Mahendra Patne 


05-09-91 

79 

” 

77 

77 

19. 

Vithu Aeer 


13-11-91 

” 

77 

77 


20. 

Shankar Kaur 


104)7-91 

17 

77 

” 

77 



Note; EMD-I—Electrical Maintenance Division No. I, Terminal 1-B 

EMD-11—Electrical Maintenance Divison No. 11, Terminal II. 
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ANNEXURE-C 

LIST OF WORKERS EMPLOYED IN THE AAL FOR THE WORK OF MAINTENANCE OF BAGGAGE 
CONVEYOR SYSTEM AT TERMINAL-‘1-A’, SANTACRUZ, MUMBAI 


.Sr. 

No. 

Name of tlie Worker 

Designation 

Date of Joining 
(Length of Service) 

Dqjartment 

Designation of 

AAI Permanent 
woricer doing same 
woik 

1 . 

A B. Dasan 

Mechanic 

18-04-92 

Till 

Date 

Conveyor 

Mechanic 







BeltEMDni 


2 . 

K F. Albert 



>> 




3, 

TI Paul 







4 

Salnain Singh 

Electrician 

22-05-93 




Electrician 


('liawdlmrs 







5. 

R P Jadliav 

- 

25-01-94 


99 


- 

6. 

AgasIliya P. Nair 


02-04-95 


99 


- 

7. 

Anibrao K Hiroli 

Helper 

18-04-92 

” 

97 


Helper/ 






V 


Khalasi 

X 

Nanivaii B Govda 

Helper 

08-02-92 

77 

99 


9? 

9 

V. R;ija 

He^er 

03-04-93 

” 

>7 


99 


Nnte: EMD-Ili—Electrical M^iintenance DeptirttncntTerminal-T-A’. 


2 By (he purshis (E,xliibit-8) both Union and the Management pointed out that identical reference has been 
received by t lie CGIT-1 bearing Reference No. CGIT I /! 5 of2003 in respect of the vay same employees of the management 
and tliercforc they arc not pressing tlie instant reference and hence the order: 

ORDER 

Reference stands disposed of vide purshis (Exhibit-8). 

S.N. SAUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 

EXHIBIT N0.8 

BEFORE THE HON’BLE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 AT MUMBAI 

Reference No. CGIT-No. 2/31/2003 

Employers in Relaionsto the Management of Airports Authority of India 

and 

Their Workmen 

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR: 

The 2nd party Union i.e. Indian Airports Employees Union who has been issued with the notices in this case prays 
that tlierc are not pressing for the Reference Because, identical reference is made to the Hon’ble CGIT No. 1, being Ref. No. 
1-15-2003 in respect of the very same employees. 

Mumbai: Sd/- 

8-l(>-20()3 A.P. KULKARNI, Advocate for the Union 

Sd/- 

(Gen. Secy, of I.A.E. Union) 
Miss DIPTIGOPINATH 
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Mumbai, dated 4th Sq)teiiiber, 2003 


3255.—fH«m; 3Tf«TfwT, 1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ qrcrj? % IFT^SBR^^ 

l^rra’T % 3ra*iRrar % 3i^ eft4«hi0 % 

'WEITt^ t^iC4>R 

-^4, 2 % 38/2001) ^ 

t, -aft -RT^RR^31-10-2003^^TIT^f^TT^inI 

[R.T^-31011/28/2000-aRi, 3TR.(^rf*?^)] 

■^. ■^f^, 3RR 

New Delhi, the 3nl November, 2003 

S.O. 3255.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmratho^y publishes theawanl(Ref. No, 38/2001) 
of the Centra) Government Industrial Tiibunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Mumbai,No. 2 as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial ITispiijf^ between the eirployers in relation to the 
management ofWs Vmson and their workman, whidi was 
received by the Cratral Government on 31 ■ 10-2003. 

(No. L-3101 l/28/2000-IR(M)] 
B. M DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT. 

S. N. SAUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGlT-2/38 of200t 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATIONTOTHE 
MANAGEMENT OF 

M/s. Vinson, 

407, EMCA House, 

289 Shahid Bhagat Singh Road, Fort, 

Mumbai-4(X}001. 

Ks. 

THEIR WORKMEN 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministiy of Labour by its 
Order No. L-3101 l/28/2000/IR(M) dated 27th M^2001,^ 
in exercise of the powers conferred by clause ( 4 ) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of th^ 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred thefollowing 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication; 

“Whether the action of the pianagement of M/s.' 
Vmson, Mumbai in tominating the services of Shrt 
Bhimrao D. Kamble, All Puiposp>^zdoor, w.e.f. 

1 -8-1999 is le^ and justified ? iSit, to tvhi relief 
the workman is entitled ?” 

2. Workman Kamble was employed by the^ 
management Coirq}any as Godown-Khalasi from ^nil 1998^ 
in the office at Fort, Mumbai on the wages of Rs, 4579.08 ps 
per month. Vide claim statement (Exhibit-6) workman 
pleaded that he was performing his duties efficiently 
however, as his wife became sick and was hospitalised he 
proceeded to his native place on leave for about four days 
from 20-5-1999 to 23-5-1999 however since her illness 
continued he could not return back to Mumbai therefore 
vide telephonic message he had requested for extension 
of leave granted to him and on returning to Mumbai, he 
went to the office to rq)oit to duty on 1-6-1999 but the 
Officers of the Conqjany did not allow him to resume duty. 
Consequently he approached the Union however Union 
did not take up his cause with the management and by the 
time, he had again to go to his native place and that he 
returned to Mumbai along with the medical certificate 0 ^ 
the sickness of his wife on 22-7-1999 but the Company’s 
Officer Mr. Tiwari did not allow him to resume duty ^ It i% 
averred that as workman was not allowed to resume duty,, 
he approached the management with letter dated 1-9-199^ 
but in vain and that without giving him show cause notice} 
and holding domestic inquiry, liis name said to have struck} 
off from the attendance roll which is contrary to the; 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act and, therefore.^, 
his termination being illegal, the Conq}any be directed tO{, 
reinstate him in service with full back wages. 


Shri Bhimrao D. Kamble, 

C/o. Awadhesh S. Singh, 

Punjabi Sharam Estate No. 1, 

R/2, Shastri Nagar, Kalina, 

Santacmz (East), 

Mumbai-400029. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the employer Mr. K. P. Anilkumar, 

Advocate. 

For the workmen Mr. A. S. Singh, 

Advocate. 


3. Management Coii:q}any resisted the claim of* 
workman by filing Written StatemeiA (Bxhibit-9) contenrhng 
that since the workman remained absent without Indmationt 
for more than three months and despite giving opportunity 
to resume duty, he did not turn up, his name was struck offi 
from the muster. It is averred that the workman earlier hadf 
given undertaking that he would not remain absent in 
future and In that event his services could be terminated 
and despite that, he remained absent without leave whiche 
conduct was irresponsible therefore, he had lost his lien* 
on the j ob. It is contended workman was offered his dueij 
but he refused to collect and hence the same was sent b^ 
cheque on his last known address. It is averred thaf 





7344 


THEGAZETTEOFINDIA: NOVEMBER 22; 2003/AGRAHAYANA 1,1925 


workman being chronic absentee does not deserve to be 
reinstated, consequently his claim being devoid of 
substance be dismissed with costs in limine. 

4 On the basis of pleading issues were framed at 
Exhibit-10 and in that context workman filed affidavit in 
lieu of Examination-in Chief (Exhibit-14) and closed oral 
evidencevidepurshis (Exhibit-20). Inrebuttal, management 
filed affidavit of its employee in supervisory category 
Mr. Tiwari (Exhibit-22) and examined one of the Pat^^ 
Ms. Vazirani (Exhibit-28) and closed oral evidence vi3e 
purshis (Exhibit-30). Workman filed written submissions 
(Exhibit-31) along with copies of rulings (Exhibit-32) and 
the management (Exhibit-34). 

5. On perusing the record as a whole, written 
submissions and hearing both the counsels, I record my 
findings on the issues for the reasons mentioned below: 

Issues Findings 

1. Whether the action of the Neither legal nor 

management of M/s. Vinson, j ustified. 

Mumbai in terminating the 

services of Shri Bhimrao 
D. Kamble, All Purpose 
Mazdoor, w. e.f. 1-8-1999 is 
legal and justified ? 

2. What relief Shri Kamble is As per order 

entitled to ? below. 

REASONS 

6. Admittedly workman Kamble was appointed by 
the management Company vide letto-dated 24th April 1987 
(Exhibit-29). According to workman though he worked 
sincerely and efficiently, only because he was on leave for 
three months, without issuing him notice and holding 
inquiry his name was struck off from the muster roll, 
thereby terminated him illegally. Management’s employee 
in supervisory category Mr. Tiwari pointed out that 
workman without intimation remained dbsent and in spite 
of giving opportunity, did not report to duty therefore, 
his absence being unauthorised, he was removed. It is 
significant to note that Mr. Tiwari though disclosed much 
on absence, in cross-examination para 9 admitted that he 
had verbally granted leave and that workman had 
telephoned him on his absence on 20-5-1999. It is not that 
woikman proceeded on leave without intimation and had 
not contacted at all. As seen from evidence in cross 
examination para 9 according to Mr. Tiwari working was 
given charge sheet however nothing of the sort on record, 
it is, therefore, apparent that workman was removed from 
the service without giving show cause notice and holding 
inquiry. Itis settled legal position thm removal from service 
without giving opportunity, is illegal (AIR 1966 SC 492). 
The purpose of holding inquiry is to ascertain as to 
whether the absence from duty was unauthorised or 
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otherwise. According to workmairbe had goiie to his native 
{dace as his wife was aiUng and that he had produced the 
mfidic^ calificate of herillness. Documents filed with list 
(Exhibit- IS) shows that wife of workman was ho^italised 
during the material period which indicative to show that 
he did not report to duty due to illness of his wife which 
absence was not imauthorised. Assuming for a moment, 
workman remained absent from duty for more than three 
irionths, duty cast on the management ^ving opportunity, 
to know the reasons diereof by holding domestic inquiry, 
however that is wanting as discussed supra. 
Consequently removal of workman without giving charge 
sheet and holding inquiry, is against the prmciples of 
natural justice, equi^, good ccmscience and also against 
the provisitnis of Section 25F of the Indu^al Dilutes 
Act, consequently is wholly illegal and unjustified. 

7. It is in the evidence of Conqiaay’s Partner 
Ms. Vaziimu that Con^any’s stevedoring Uc^cehas not 
beenrcnewedbytheBJP.T. by the letter dated 27-7-2002 
(Exhibtt-2S/2), consequently they closed ^ Imi^ess and 
accordin^y they have settled tlte claim of the workers. 
Woricman a^nittedly was working in Stevedoring as 
Mazdoor in the Godown, Company has business in 
Gandfaidham, Gujarat. Storage/Godown is still in 
possession of the Conqiany wherein machines and other 
equipments are stored. Since the workman was a Mazdoor 
and that starage/godown whi^he was working, is still in 
possession the Company, htedly'can be said that 
Conqiany closed business and there is no work for 
wQikniaa 

8. As stated above, woikman was illegally removed 
finomthe services diat still conpany poi^sses storage/ 
godown where work of Mazdom is in existence, the 
Conpany is li^le to continue the woikmanon duty^, giving 
him consequential monetary benefits. In this view of the 
matter, the action of the management Company iii 
terminating the services of woikman is wholly illegal and 
unjustified, consequently workmen deserves to be 
reinstated in service with full back wages, Issues are 
answmed accordingly and hence the order; 

■ ' ^ ■ ORI^ 

The action of the m^gement of M/s. \%ison, 
Mumbai in terminating the services of 
Shri Bhimrao D. Kamble, All Purpose Mazdoor, 
w. e.f. 1-8-1999 is neitiier legal nor justified. 
Management is directed to reinstate the workman 
in service with full back wages and consquential 
mon^aiybenefits. 

N. SADNDANKAR, Pretotig OfiicCT 
3 W^, 2003 

■5>T.3IT. 3256.—sfhsftfrFfT 1947 

(1947 14) ^ ttro 17 % 

frniFT % 




% ^ 3T5ii«r ^ 

■^iW H«^viH^^ -2S5/2S?^) ^ TiaBlf^ t, 

^ 3-11 “2Clbl ^ |3n ^ I. 

. [IfT. T^9t ^25/2<^^-3n# 

/ift. 1^. 3r#c^^ 

* NewD8i^^3tt^foveoi>^ 

S.O; 3Z56.-^4il {jotsuance of Section 17 qf ^e 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1W7 (14 of 1.947), the Cental 
Goyenunent hereby ptd)Ushes ie award ^cf |4o LCJO- 


cum-Labour Cdidt, Bydere6^ as shown lit the Atmexure 


to the manag^mt qf Tdecom D^. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Govdniiient on 
3Aiy2003. 

|No. l>l()025/2G/2003-IR(DU)] 

AmEsam- 

^ VSFOmTmCWFRALC^^ 


n(£SEPfrV 

SHRIE Il^lAa^, B: SG., LL.E, PresidiiigOfiicer 
Dated die Stii day 6f September, 2003 

Imhutriid Dis^L. CLD. No. 255/2001 

m:tween: 

S^B. Cha^mMouli, 

R/o 25-9-177, Nagar, 

Kajipet Junction, 

Warangal. ^ ... .Petitioner 

AND 

1.; The General Manage, 

A P. Tdecom, 

Suryalok Complex, 

Abids, Hyderabad 
1 The Sub-Divisional Officer, 

Telecom, Warangal, 


APPE/OIANCES: 


Forthc Petitioner: 


For the Respond^t 


M/s. R. YogenderSin^ 

V. Kiian Kumar, K. Sunil 
Kishore Goud & B.KM. 
Chakravortiiy, Advocates 
Sri R. S. Murthy, Advocate. 


AWARD 

Thhs i^ a case tde^ imder Sec. 2A ^ ^'T' 
Act^ 1947 inview of tire judgeiiii^td^^theHqnfbte 
€omt of Andhra l^esh rqMMCted in W. P, Ho. S395M 
1989 date4 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnaglm and N^. 
Cottion Coipoiation of India and two oth^. ^ 

1 The brief facts as mentioned la die {netitkaafia: 
That tile Petitkmer wenked from N^irdi, 1982 io Jidy, 1915 
on muster rolls. During the period March, i982toMafm 
1984 the worieman was engaged for a periodiof 233^ da^ 
^chiding weekly offs. If tiie wedtiy offs apd natioi^ 
k)lidays are calcmated, the fiuniber of woiiEbg days wfll 
be 290days. Jhat his name was renmvedtimniBQsterro^ 
with effect from July, 1985. Ttafi, it rantemounts Jo 
t armiiMUin n violating the pwisions of l.D. Act Tlmt^ 
Petitionerb^ongtodxuioiiticatiybaci^Ward Class. Du^o 
tire mbitrary an^ human action of the Re^ndent Ips 
erdire fastity aKwn into frmmciaA Th^ 

whenever he reopUced the second Re^ndetit. he dogg^ 
thematierbymtidnglMsepioinises&atthey vrittreen^ ^ 
the Petitioner whenever the vacandes aiisesv b fact, i » 
Re^raulem is extracting tile wodr from ^ Pe^iitiorier ev) ti 
as on today. Hence, may be pleased to set a^de the o) ti 
termination order dated 1-7-85 and direct the i^tionei: to 
be reinstated with back wages, cmitininty of service ai kd 
pass su(& other and further oid^ that the Hon’ble Cot ti 
may deem fit in the circumstances of the easy. 

3. The Responctent filed a coimter sta^^ that 
RespondmiTs are entrusted with ^ respohdbiHty |)f 
setting up and maint enaice of tekeom system. That jUi. 
tiie past fur the ^npose of digging of trenches, layuig^ 
cables, canyinglowls and smtilm oilier relied wortesia 
large nuniber of inanual wrak fince was requi^ arid w(jk 
was of intena^ent natmre and not continuous, 'pe 
sauctio^d strength based on mgular and comhiuous wajk 
load was not adequate to meet several exignndes. The 
Petitioner is seeking relief on the basis of his iatermilte^t 
en g a g ement from tiiepenod 26-3-82 to 31-7-85. ThnnecdM 
forlhesaidperiodh^ been weeded out by efflux of tiate. 
That tile Petitions* s^^iroadied after a l^seol 14 years^ 
raising a dispute before the Assistant Labolpr 
Commissioner(C), Mancherial in the year 1999. T|c 
Mirustiy of Ldiour, Ckwenunent of India also has dedmto 
to make a rderameunder Sec. 10 of the l.D. Ak. The clkpi 
is misconceivdl, frivolous and vexatious. Since 
Dqiartment has taken a policy decision to close the 
establishment engaging canial labour th^by leaving Ju) 
scopefbr invddng Sec. 25 F of the l.D. Ai^. Tite allegatif^ 
timt his name was removed in violation of plrdvisions bf 
IndiKtiial Diqiutes, Act, 1947 is nxA cmrect. That as pier 
settled law, completion of one year s»vice pn 
intermittent works would not confer any right ^r 
retntiatement and termination of casual mazdoor on eqilW 
of tite said period of eigagement. That tite Pditoner isnot 
entitied for eiy rdief. 


3305GI/2003—12 
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4. The Petitioner examined himself as WWl and 
deposed that he was engaged by the Respondent widi 
effect from August, 1981. At the time of filing die case he 
had record of March, 1982 to July, 1985. That during die 
above spells of engagement he has completed more than 
240 days in a year of engagement. After 1985 July, he was 
engaged by the Respondent upto 1998 on ACG-17. From 
January , 1999 he vvas asked to work with the contractor 
c igaged by the Respondent. Ex. W1 shows his 
engagement with effect from 21-8-81 to 30-4-82. Ex. W2 is 
thf muster roll in original showing his engagement widi 
ih Respondent witli effect fi’om 26-3-82 to 31-8-84. Ex W3 

nother muster roll showing his engagement from 

84 to 31 -5-85. Ex. W4 is die certificate issued by die 

tractor Sri Hari Constructions certifying that he had 
\*orked on daily wages for laying of cable woik from 
Januarv', 1999 and is still woiking with them. It is not true 
to suggest tliat the muster roll was f Aicated by him. 

5. The Management examinea Sri M. Narasaiah, 
Sub-Divisional Engineer (Operations) who deposed that 
die Petitioner is claiming that he was engaged on muster 
rolls from 21-1-81 to 30-4-82 and againtill 31-1-84 andagain 
from 1-9-84 to 30-5-85. But, it couldnotbe verified as the 
records of the said periods have been weeded out by efflux 
of time as per retention schedule prescribed in P & T FHB 
Vol. Til marked as Ex. M 1. As pa*die retention schedule, 
the period of preservation of muster rolls/muster rolls 
registers is 5 years. That the claim of the Petitioner that he 
was paid througli ACG-17 from July, 1985 to 1998 is false. 
That due to ban on engagement of casual mazdoors it was 
considered necessary to carry out urgent work tiirough 
contractors, Thn.s, it appears that the Petitioner might have 
been engaged by the contractor firom January, 1999 and 
Uiis engagement is no way connected with the Departmmt 
That there is no scope to engage casual mazdoors except 
for a period of 60 days. That the Petitioner raised an 
industrial dispute before the Assistant Labour 
Ccmmissioner(C), Mancherial inthe year 2000 which ended 
in failure and the Ministry of Labour, Government of India 
has not considered this dispute fit for reference. As it has 
been raised after a lapse of 14 years long delay. That there 
is no retrenclunent at all 

6 In the cross examination he deposed that they 
are in no way connected with the engagement of the 
Petitioner with the contractor. He not know about 
the signatories in Ex WI, vV2, and W3. He has not enquired 
whether those signatories worked inthe Department during 
the said time 

7. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner that the Peetitioner has worked from March, 
1982 to July, 1985 for 233 days. That they have never 
questioned the veracity of the documents filed by the 
Petitoner except that it is belated. At present the Petitioner 
is working under the contractor engaged by the 


RespdndenL Hence, ffie Respondent may be directed to 
regularized his services. 

8. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for ffie 
Respondent that according to the Petitioner he was 
engaged firom Mardi, 1982 to July, 1984 for 233 days and 
his name was removed in July, 1985 without notice. Tliat 
in fact, die Genual Govemm^t, Ministry of Labour has 
refused to refer the said dispute. There is practically no 
record that he has woiked from 1982 to 1998 and he has 
worked wididieccMitracfaM:. Hence, no relief may be granted 
tohim. 

' 9. It may be seen that die Petitioner is not able to 

give any proofof his engagemoit firom 1982 and there is 
no record that he woriced up to 1998, on ACG from 1985 
1 ^ 0 1998 nor it is mentioned indie daim statement What 
is not pleaded cannot be looked into. He has raised the 
dispute before die Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), 
Mancherial aftera lapse of 14 years. The Government of 
India, Ministry of Ldiour refused to refer the matter. 
Apparently, fora 9 q|j^r.of 19^5 he has ^iproached this 
Court in 2001. No doidit there is no limitation but it does 
not mean, one can sleep for decades and can c^^ 
whwevo' he pleases to the Court. Sudi a long delay 
amounts to abandorun^t of the claim if any. However, he 
has filed Ex. W1 to Ex. W3 which are not denied by the 
Respondent, hence, an award is passed holing that if 
any casual enqiloyees/teii^raiy employees are appointed 
in future, the Petitioner may be given preference taking 
his date of initial engagement as 1st March, 1982 givii^ 
relaxadonof ^eintbe matto* of engagement. 

Award passed. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gowri, Persraial Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 8di day of Sept^ber, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 
Appendix evidoace 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined 

the Petitioner for the Respemd^ 

WWl: SriB.Shyam MW 1; SriM. Narasaiah 
Sunder 

Documents mailted for the Petitioner 

W1 : Copy of particulars regarding eng^ement of 
WW1 brtween 21-8-81 to 30-4-82. 

Ex.W2 : Original muster roll book for the period frxrni 
26-3-82 to 31-8-84 

Ex.W3 : Another muster roll book for the period from 
1-9-84 to31-5-85 

Ex.W4 : Copy of certificate issued by Sri Hari 
Constructions dt. 1-9-2001 
Documents marked for the Re^ond^t 
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Ex. M 1 : Copy of retentioii sdieduie firom P &T FHB 
Volin 

Ex.M2 : Copy of DCH> & T Ir. No. 270-6/84-STN 
dL 30-3-85 

Ex.M3 : CopyofDOTNewdelHhr. No. 270-6/84-STN 
2^6« 

Ex.M4 : Copyoflr.No.269-4/93-STN4I^)A. 12-2-99 
EX.M5 : CopyofniiiiMesofoaoGQiatkmofAIX^CC^ 
A22-6-2000 


AND 

1. Tlie Genenl Manager, 

Chittocr Tdeoom District, 
TirapatM. 


1 11ieSub-rKvisi<HialQigmeer(G) 
TeleoQin, 

Puttur-577 583. 

APPEARANCSS: 


Respondent^ 


3 2003 


ForthePetitiooer: M/s C. Suryanarayana Ai| 
P. Voikateswara Rao, AAocates j 


3iro 3257,^3?lBtf»rar arfMPm, 1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ ^ 17 % ^ 

RniPT% 

% if if 

27/2001) ^ TTWrf^ %, ^ 

^ 3-11-2003 ^ «in 

[■H. T?;fT. 40025/21/2003-3n^. 3I|^ ] 

1^0 ifqs, 3Wr 

New Ddtd, the 3id November, 2003 

S.O. 3257.—In pursuance of Section 17 of Ae 
Industrial Dispute A^ 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby pitbtishes Ae award <Rd. No. LCID- 
27/2001) of the Central Government Industrie Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as ^wn in the Amiexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between die employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt {mddieir wodonan, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
3-11-2003. 

[No. L-40025/21/2003-IR(bU)l 
BMDAVID.UMierSecy. 

ANNEXtlRE 

BEFORE THECENmAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-Cmi-LABOUR COURT ATHYDERAB AD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIE. ISMAIL, B. SC.,LL£., Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24di day of Septemb^, 2003 
Industrial Dispute L.C.I.D. No. 27/2001 
BETWEEN: 

Sri A. Naraymia, 

10/44, Macfigawada, 

Karvetmagamn-517 582. 

Oiittoor District .. .Petitioner 


For die Respondent: Sri R. S. Murthy, Allocate 

AWARD 

This is a case tak^ undo' Sec. 2A (2) of the I.D, 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgement of the Hon’ble High| 
C^urt of Andhra Pradesh rqiorted in W. R No. 8395 of 
1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chini^pa 
M/s. C^ton Corporation of India and two others. 

Z The brief facts as stated in the petition are: thati 
the Petitioner was employed as casual nuizdoor under thei 
Respondent widi effect fiom 1-4-87 and attached to variouit 
Sub-Inspectors, Tdeconu^ones, to provide new phona 
connections, power guardings at various places to guard 
open wires from coming iftfooohlactwidi overhead electria 
wires, cable works (incliuhng undergroimd cable woric),} 
shifting store yard from one station of work to another,] 
besides attoidingto break downs of overhead lines duringi 
cyclones fuid other similar ndural calamities iq>to mui 
inclusive of March, 1992. His name was shown in diet 
musterroUs during the entire period. Thereafttr, he wasi 
retrenched from service without complying with thei 
mandatory provisions of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though, hei 
was subseqiieitly resorted to restore the services his( 
name was notinduded in the muster rolls. He was paid on^ 
what are known as ACG-17 payment vouchers which arel 
accounted for by the Paying Authorities concerned int 
their ACE-2 accoimts which they submit to recoup their) 
inpred amounts. ACXj-I 7 payment vouchers which arei 
under the relevant rules such bills with vouchers which! 
are required to be preserved for not less than 20 years. '■ 

3. With effect ^m 1-4-92 he was enployed onj 
alleged Contract basis and paid only Rs. 900/- per mondi. 1 
Thou^ employmait of amtract labour of any iabouron] 
contract basis has been abolished by Central Govemipent. i 
He was enployed on idoitical works as above. Casual i 
labours are entitled to mudi higher wages, i.e., dj^ily wage1 
@ one-thirtieth of the monthly wage of a Group-D^ 
employee, as recommended by the V-CPC being Rs. 2550 i 
plus DA. But die pplicam is being paid far less than] 
whatheisendded. His bring eploitedborderii^ on Miatl 
maybe called asbeggarpndiibited bythe Constitution of; 
IndUi. He was so enployed till 30di June, 2000. But^i 
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thereafter he has been retrenched again without coir 5 )lying 
with the mandatory provisions of the, ID. Act. Inspite of 
the dictum laid down by.the Siq>reme Court that contract 
labourers are employed on similar works are 
Management’s employees arid aititled to similar benefits. 

He has not approached any other forum. Hence, he may 
be reinstated and granted temporary, status and/or 
absorption as regular mazdoor in a Group-D cadre atleast 
for a post reserved for SC candidates with effect from 
1-10-89. Besides regulating hispromOtionsif any to which 
he is entitled. Besides declaring that the Petitioner is ■ 
entitled to difference in wages as per Hon’b^e Supreme 
Court’s direction in AIR 1987 Page 2342 for the periodfon 
which he was not paid, 

4. A coimter was filed staling ftiat ihe petition is 
baseless and misconceived. It is submitted th^t it has 
become necessarv’ to engage casual labourers for specified 
periods on time bound works to 'improve the teleconl 
network in the remote places by connecting all the villages. 

The sanctioned strength for this purpose is not adequate. 

A casual labourer engaged for such time bound wcfiks 
could not be continued after completion of the period and 
the .job for which they were engaged.' That the labour 
engaged on contingent/contract basis.in eonneption with 
rectification of faults in the /emote yillagejS is for the 
assistance to the regular staff and this time en^loyment 
for 2-1/2 hours does not'confCT any ri^t for extending 
temporaiyv status and regular absorption since the part 
time employment is not thb regular employment and it is 
resorted to a contingent measure in the absence of full 
justification as per the prescribed, standards of work. That 
the Petitioner was engaged ^ferndtt^tly from 1-4-87 to 
31-3-92. He did not seek any Work 1-4-92 to 31-12-95. 

He was engaged on oral contract and paid Rs. 30/. Such 
engagement is continued from I-I -96. As per the agreed 
terms and conditions the claim for the temporary status 
and regular absorption is baseless and untenable. That 
liis engagement never exceeded 240 days except during 
1990-91 and 199 f -92. The fact that he has been engaged 
, on contract basis from 1-1-96 strengthen the fact that he 
absented from 1-4-92 willfully and deliberately. He has at 
no point of lime represented in this regard and 
continuation of his juniors is not relevant. The payment is 
as per the oral contract is based on the wages fixed by 
local autliorities which was duly accepted by him and he 
was paid accordingly. The services of the Petitioner are 
being utilized to assist the telecom mechanic in Line and 
Cable fault works as and when required. As there is no 
termination, hence, uo question of violating the I.D. Act. 

5. The Petitioner examined himself and dq>osed 
that he belongs to Madiga, sub-caste of Schedule Caste, 
Thai he has worked since 1-4-87. During the period upto 
31 -3-89 his name was shown in the muster rolls. That 
numberof days wererecordedinEx. W1 for three months 
after 31 -3-92. He could not perform any duty as he was 
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sufferingftii^ f ctitinMshand. Afterwards he came back 
to woric. iie employed after 31-3-9231-12-95. 
The cdftificate was requested to be sid>ii^ed to 

his ^e also for absorption in D^artment and 
the same to Assistant Eng^noer, HRD in the 
etOffice Thathecontinuedhisserviccfrom 
i-;l^0fel2-97.IfisnamewasrecordedmI.B.No. 13 of 
19&^f6 LB.No. 14ofl995-96andI.B.No. 1 of 1996-97to 

14 of1996-97,1.B. No. 1/97-98 to continiious I.B. 
No. 12/97^98 for theperiod ending 71-12-97. The amounts 
paid to him are also indicated in Ex. W2. During the period 
his name is shown in tlic muster rolls. He was paid arrears 
of wages by the Department. He was continued in service 
as casual labourer even after the above period. Ex. W3 is 
the statement of payments nmde to lujq for {Rnods 
tmi i rated against the payment. The imprest bill munber 
and the voudter nund>^ of the paymoits made to him 
wo^e shown in the statemrait. This certificate by the St* 
Divi^onal Engineer, Telecom, Groups, Puttur iq)to 
31-3-2000. Evei idter Man^, 2000 he was contHsed m 
service but the periods of eiiq>loyment and the recoids 
relating to it are dming April, 2000 could not be traced. 
But tfae{Mitiadaxs rating to vouchers and imprest bills 
of July and August, 2000 were recorded. The documents 
is in two pages. Even now he is woridug without absence. 
He is bemg not given any weddy offs. He is not being 
paid wages on par vrith mazdotas wdK)se names are induded 

in the muster rolls. Several of his juniors were panted 
temporary status and sdso regularisation regular mazdoor 
in Group ‘D’ cadres.\Ex. W4 is the order issued by General 
Manager, Tdecom Dq)artmett, ’nnq>attii on 6-6-2001 in 
which the nariics of 68 mazdoms me recorded. They were 
all panted t^manent orders as regular mazdoors, long 
after recruitment. He is praying for absorption in the 
Dqrartment and for grant of temporary status with effect 
from 1-10-89 and regularisation from the date when his 
immediate junior is regulari/Kd and for all other incidental 
and consequential benefits. 

6 . In the cross examination he deposed that he 
himself offered work from 1 -4-87. He was engaged from 
works relating 4o digging, cable line and erection. The 
work was intermittent. He used to project work and also 
for installation work. He used to do tliis work upto 
31-3-92. He denied that he did not seek any work upto 
31-12-95L That he used to work from 1-1-96 on work spot. 
He also worked on Truck maintenance. He denied that he 
is not entitled for any relief. 

7. The Management examined Sri G. 
Ramai^mieyulu, Sub-Divisional Engineer, Telephones who 
(loosed that from the record he find that WWl worked 
from 1-4^7 to 31-3-92 due to shortage of casual labour 
widi temporary status at regular (jrade ‘D’ staff for urgent 
time bound works was engaged when work is available. 
Hts“ OTgagement was intermittent and paid only daily 
wages. He was not engaged from 1-4-92 to 31-12-95. 
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t^^Jl^qiaitmeiit. He wafrooitthiiied asperJ^.WS e\^ 


He was engaged only for 2-1/2 lioiirs per day and paid 
Rs. 30/-perdjQ^. The aigagfmertforlhcperiod excee^ng 
240 days durmg 1990-91 and 1991-92 is ncrt relevant, llie 
past records of period ^cedding 3 years is not available 
due to reorganization andbifnrcation of sections several 
times. OnfydierQOQfdc^lUQraeidfiQfli 1-7-2000isava&Ue. 
llie claim RnrdiutatemeBtftoai 1-4-89 is basdess mid 
incorrect. The HonllieSiqffieiae Cowt merely dnectedio 
finalize a scheme for gnmtingteiiifwraH status on casual 
labour employed on regular poet vm ki^ period of 
service. ^ 


m20M and 2002. EvenuMv, keis wodang \Mtla»tibfimi^. 
AHodMKareg^eiitemporaiy^Afl^. Heisflsotprayai^ 
for abso^tion in the Dqimtineiit and grant of temporaiy 
s t ates w Mieffiactfean 1^10-89. Unthe is again doing ^ 
wock on Gonbnet basisJmm 1-1-96. So he may be gi\^ 
tenqiQfary status aiid he prays fhat he may be reinstateki. 

10. It is argued 1^ the Learned CouBel for 
Retpondomibatdie Petitkmerwmlied^ a caanal mazdein' 
on muster 1-447 to 31-3-92. t%at he woilitd' 

again fnnn 1-1-96. He did not wodc^fomn 1 $92 to 19^. 


8. In the cross examination he dqiosed that it is 
correct that the Petitioner was p^ cm muster n^. The 
wages of Rs. 30/- w^ pmd to the wmlcman fm work of 
2-1/2 hours per day and the vouchers on winch tiiey were 
paid were record«l. After the accounts were audited the 
vouchers were preserved for a tinutod time and then 
destroyed. He does not have any idea v^eatiiose reoirds 
were destroyed. There is no contract in writing between 
the workman and the Depmtmoit. Tliene is no doctunoft 
excqit the voucher on which it is reemded. That the 
payment is on contract basis. Since there is no 
retrenchment attraction of provistons <Mri.D. Act does not 
arise. 

9. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 

Petitioner that since the Petitiemer’s initial af^Kiintment, 
his name was shown in muster rolls 31-3-98. The 

details of his work record is Ex. W1. That the Pethioner 
was paid anears as per (Erections in para 6 of Hcm’ble 
SupremeComt’sJiidganent reported in AIR 1987 SC page 
2342. He is entitled for arrems for foe remaining periods 
which are yet to be paid. He is continuing in sovioe but 
not permitted to avail weddy offs foe local authorities 
of Pottur sub divition. InEx. W4 order, 68 casual mazdoors 
were appointed eifoerasTemporary Mazdoors m^)soibed 
as regular mazdotHrs tnclufong 29 of hui juniens whmn he 
hasideittifiedmhisdeposhion. Herq>resentedtoS.D.E., 
HRD to ^Knnt him as teiiq>mrairy mazdoor or reguhur 
mazdoor as he was eligilde but in vain. He was not even 
informed of reasons for denying hkn the bendit what to 
speak of giving him notice to show cause why he should 
notbe denied foe said beaeftt. Thushe become avictim of 
hostile discrimimttion. They wme all recruited as casual 
mazdoors after he was reenpted. Thou^ he is entitled to 
similar benefits with protection of his seniority mtenns of 
Sec. 25-G and 25-H of foe LD. Act, he was denied foe 
benefit. His juniors have been appointed, therefore, he 
has to be absorbed as a regdar canfodate. Ftem Ex. W1 it is 
clear that he has been woikmg from 1-4-87 till 28-3-92. 
After31-3-92 he wuldnotpofonn dutiteiq) to 1995. His 
original certificate was requested to be sifomtited to 
consider his case also for absorption acoorfongly he 
worked again from l-I-96to31-I2-97.Thea]nottiitspmd 
tohimarerecordedmEx.W2. Hewas paid mieais of wages 


Therefore he is not entitled for any relief. 


11. It may be seen that the claim of foe Petitio;^ 
himKlf is that he w(Hked from 1-4-87 till M4rch, 1992fat 
various places. Itis clear cut case after3I-3-$2. He is^ot 
given a^w(nkvpto31-12-95. Ifiietsrea^Bignevanie. 
and if they have removed hua wifoofo fcilowing l|ie 
procedure foere fooifol have been something in wiitin^lt 
dearly shows that he ymsetf ^andoned th^ wc^ anq it 
is his case that he is still wmking under a co|ntractor a^id 
again he has been terminated fiom June, 200$. He has^ot 
been able to ^¥en any fsoof of enqiiafmratt froim 
1-4-92 to 31-12-95. Doting foe period his name was sfao!^ 
in foe muster rolls. Hewas paid arrears of wages. Even$n 
foe date of d^tition he deposed on 28-2-2001 that evpn 
luw Ito isonttinui^ in service, foashnilar malmarwiiitiKt 
absence and without any weeltiy offs. So:when faetis 
working the question of termin^on fm foe previous yte 
and grantii^ regular status cannot be conslitoed un^ 
Sec.2A(2), because 2A(2) is, “Where aify eii^>toj^ 
foschages, disiBiases, retrendiK or mhemite tenmnaliBS 
tile savices of an infovkhial wofoman, any dispitte icn 
difference between that woikmmi and hfo em{tio 3 (|er 
connected witii, oraising mit c^, such (fischmge, diai^^ 
retrenchmem or tennuHttiea shall be deemed to be $n 
infoisbid disrate iiotwitii^anding tiiat no other wokmpn 
noranyunkm of worianen is aparty to the dfapute’*, tiiat 
has tobe amsktered. Here, he wants the Const to cona^ 
his dieted dismissal, ndnstatemmit with nmitiimityjof 
service, ijiiotection of semority etc. wifo e^e$t from 1-|0- 
89. I am ^raid no aich dhrection can be given 
Sec.2A(2) fin* granting tenqmraiy status brre^s 
he has to ^iiaoadi and get a rderence undei^ Sec.i0<l) 
and as he is still continnmg in service accordmg to 
own contention no such direction for reinstatement o$n 
be ^ven. However (me thing is clear as he has beph 
woikmg from 1-4-87, which is not denied by t^e 
Respondatt. Hence, foe Reqmitdents are directed ito 
considerthe case (tffoe Petitioiier subfect to his satisfy$ig 
the other conditions except age, if candidates hre 
considered for granting of tenporaTy status, $ie Petitioite 
inay be cemsideTed in the quota of tiie SC tdditig his inhnl 
date of ai^intmcnt as 1-4-87. | 



Awndpassed accGidm^y. Tranmut. 
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Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 

transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me in the 

Open Court on this the 24th day of Sq)tember, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 

Petitioner Respondent 

WW1: Sri A. Narayana MWl: Sri G Ramanjaneyulu 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

ExWl: Copy of working days particulars of WWl 

ExW2: Copy of particulars of LB. Nos. in which the 

name of WWl was recorded 

ExWl: Copy of statement ofp^unents made to WWl 

by the Respondent 

ExW4: Copy of order issued by GMTD/Tirupathi 

No.GMTD/TRP/E/RM-Rect/2000-01/12 
dt-6-6-2001 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

ExM: Copy of letter of ban on engagement 

of casual labour dt. 30-3-85 

ExA42: Copy of letter of ban on engagement 

of casual labour dt. 18-7-88 

ExM3: Copy of letter of ban on engagement 

of casual labour dt. 12-2-99 

ExMl: Copy of letter of ban on engagement of 

casual labour dt.27-4-2000 


^ 3 2003 

3258.—1947 
(1947 14) 17 % 


Armexme in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in rdaticn to the management of Telecom Dqjtt andtiidr 
workman, niiichwasiecinvedby the Central Government 
on 3-11-2003 

{No.L-40025/18/2003-IR(DU)] 
BMDAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXDRE 

BEFOItS^^C:E^r^UL<^VEIOQMEOT 

lNDUSliaALpaBllNAL<TJM-lABOUR 

COURTATHYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

^uiE. Ismad, B.Sc., LL.B., ftesidiBg Officer 

Dated the 8th day of Septembor, 2003 

INDUSTRIALMSPUTE L.Cij).No.256./2001 

BETWEEN: 

&iMd. Samdhani, 

S/oMd.Afeal, 

R/oRNol 1-23-2008, 

L.B. Nagar, Warai^. 

AND 

1. The Geaersd Manager, 

AJ^.Teleoom, 

SuryatokComidex, 

Abids, Hyderabad 

2. The Divisional Engineer, 

Telecoimminicatkuis,Waian^ ... .Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner M/s R. Yogender Singh, 

V. KiranKmnar, K. Sunil Kishne 
Goud & B.K.M. Chakravarthy, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri R.S. Muithy, Advocate 


sflritfw 

t^^3n^-256/200l) ^ 3Rilf^ Wt t, 

^ 3-11-2003 ^ «n I 

[ri. ■Cr^-40025/18/2003“«n^. «ni.(^H)] 


AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of theHon*ble Court of 

AndhraPrade^reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 dated 
3:8-1995 between Sri U. Chiim^a and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of hidia and two others. 


New Delhi, the 3rd November, 2003 

S.O. 3258.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 
LCID-256/2001) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 


2. The brief facts as mentioned in the petition are: 
IhatthePetitimerwoikedfiDm January, 1982toSept»nber, 
1985 on muster rolls. During this period the worlonan was 
engaged for aperiod of 1120 days excluding weekly offs. 
That his name was removed from muster rolls with ^ect 
fiom September, 1985. Tliu5,ittaiita]iiouiitstotCTnmati^ 
violating the provisions of I.D. Act. That the Petitioner 
belong to economically backward class. Due to the 
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aibitrary and inhuman action of the Respondent his entire 
family thrown into financial hardships. That whenever he 
requested the second Re^ndent, he dogged the matter 
by making false promises that they will reengage the 
Petitioner whenever the vacancies arises. In fact, the 
Re^ondent is extracting tire work from the P^tiono' even 
as on today. Hence, may be pleased to set aside the oral 
termination order dated September, 1985 and direa the 
Petitioner to be reinstated with back wages, continuity of 
service and pass such other and further orders that the 
Hon’ble Court may deem fit in the circumstances of the 
case. 


applicati<ms to tiic Dq>artmart fey r^larisatipii No casual 
labour are being appointed by the Dquntmeat. Ex. W3tis 
the certificate issued by the contractor Mr. Sudhakar %t 
he is oontinuing to work from January, 1998 for layingitf 
cable work on daily wages. ^ i 

5. In the cross examination he d^sed that he wiks 
getting Rs.6/-per d^; for having worked from 12-5-8 lib 
31-5-85 on muster rolls. He was a^n engaged by tie 
Dq>artmOTt oh Rs.30/- per day for laying work upto 19 J. 
That he wmked with the contractor from Fdmiary, 1914 
and continuing till date. , ' 


3 The Respondent filed a couirter stating that the 
Respondents are entrusted wkh the responsibility of 
setting up and maint^ance of telecom system. That in 
the past for the purpose of digging of troiches, laying of 
cables, carrying loads and similar other related works, a 
large number td* manual work force was r<x]uired and wojk 
was of intermittent nature and not continuous. The 
sancticHied ^rength based on regular and continuous work 
load was not adequate to meet several exigencies. The 
Petitioner is seeking relief on the basis of his intermittent 
engagement from the period January, 1982 to September, 

1985. The record for Ae said period had been weeded out 
by efflu Wf time. That the Petitioner approached after a 
lapse of 16 years by raising a dispute b^ore the Assistant 
Labour ComniisilonerfC), Mancherial. the Ministry of 
Labour, Government of India also h^ declined to make a 
reference under Sec. 10 of the \% Act. The claim is 
misconceived, frivolous and vexatious. Since the 
Department has tak^ a policy decision to close the 
establishment engaging casual labour therd)y leaving no 
scope for invoking Sec. 25F of the I D. Act. The allegation 
that his name was removed in violation of provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ntrt comect. The Petitioner 
is strict proof of the various allegatibns of having wtnk^ 
for 1120 days and considoed twice for written examination 
and for rcgularisation. That as per settled law, mere 
completion of one year service on intermittent works would 
not confer any right forrdnstatement and termination of 
ciisual inazdoor on expiry of the ssud period of engagement. 
Hence, industrial dispute deserves to be dismissed with 
costs. 

4. Tlie Petitioner examined himself as W W1 and 
deposed that he was englaged by the Respondem with 
clTect from 1981 to October, >985 for 1120 days. That from 
1985 to 1988 there was broak. Again, he was on ACG-17 


6. The Management examined Sri M. Narlsaiah^ Si4>- 
Divisional &igineer (Operations) wlto deposed that ^ 
perrod of (xieservation of muster rolls/muster itiUs regBm 
is 5 years. Heitce, the Petitiemer having worked from I S^ I 
toOctober, 1985fQr 1120 days couldnotbe verified. Tl^ 
his being engaged on ACG-17 from 1989 to 1994 and 19^ 
to 1988 is false. Thm due to ban on the engagement of tie 
casual mazdoors, it became necessary to engage 
contractors and the Petitioner might have bewi mgagu 
from January, 1998 does not concerned with t^ 
DqiaitmenL Moreover, the Petitioner has approached aft^ 
15 years. Hence, he is not entitled for any relief. 

7. In the cross examination he deposed that he hgs 
not filed any document to show that the documents filtf 
by the Petitioner are false and not dbuyim;. They have nm 
verified the engagement of the Petitioner with the 
contractor 

8. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for thie 
P^itioner that the Petitioner has worked from Januar), 
1982 to October, 1985 for 1120 days. That they have nevek 
questioned the veracity of the documents filed by tii 
Petitioner excqit that it is belated. At present thfe Petition^ 
is working under the contractor engaged by the 
Respondent. Hence, the Respondent may be directed tp 
regularize his services. 

9. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondem that according to the Petitioner he wa# 
engagedfixMn January, 1982toOctober, 1985for 1120day^ 
and his name was removed in October, 1985 without notice. 
That in fart, the Central Govenunent, Ministry of Laboi* 
has refused to refer the said dispute. There ispracticallj 
no record that he has worked from 1982 to 1994 or till dat^ 
and he has worked with the contractor. Hence, no relief 
may be granted to him. 


from January, 1988 to 1994. From 1998 to this day he is 
working as contract labour. Ex.WI is working particulars 
showing his engagement form 1-8-82 to 28-9-85. Hence, 
lie may be reinstated with all benefits. He was being paid 
monthly for the number of days he woiked in the month. 
That from 1985, in ACG-l7 he worked in cables. He worked 
under S.I., Mr. Satyanarayana. He is now working undera 
contractor by name Mr. Sudhakar. That he gave 3 to 4 


10. It may be seen that the Petitioner is not able to 
give any proof of his engagement from 1982 and there 
no record that he workrtlupto 1985, on ACG upto 19 
nor it is mentioned in the claim statement. What is 
pleaded cannot be looked into. He has raised tie disp 
before the Asristam Labour CommissionerfC), Man 
aftera lapseof 14 years. The Government of India, 
of Labour refused to refer the matter. Apparently, for 
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matter of 1985 he has approached this Court in 2001 .No 
doubt there is no limitation but it does not mean, one can 
sleep for decades and can come whenever he pleases to 
the Court Such a long delay amounts to abandonment of 
tlie claim if any. However, he has filed Ex.Wl to Ex.W3 
which are not denied by the Re^ondent. Hence, an award 
is passed holding that if any casual employ ees/temporaiy 
employees are appointed in future, the Petitioner may be 
given preference taking his date of initial, engagement as 
1 St January, 1982 giving relaxation of age in the matter of 
engagement. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gown, Personal Asastant 
transcribed by her conected and pronounced by me on 
this the 8th day of September,2003 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 


(Pj«t n—S ec. 3(h)] 
^ t, ^ 3-11-2003 ^ Tira 

^«ni 

[U T^^-400‘25/19/2003-ap^3R[R(^^ ] 

New Delhi, the Snl Novcnibcr, 2003 

S.O. 3M9.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
inAictTial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govenimenthaeby publishes the award (Ref. No. LCID- 
257/2001) of the CentoilCjovernnicnt Industrial Tribunal- 
cumrL^urCoifft, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
inthe Ihdiistiiat IKspute between the employas in relation 
totheinana^ementofTelecomDeptt. andtheirwarknian 
wUch was received by the Central Government on 
3-U^ - > - 

psia L-4O025/19/20034RG0U)] 
B. M. DAVID; Under Secy. 


W W 1; Sri Md. Samdhani MW I: Sri M. Naiasaiah 

Ducuments marked for the Petitioner 

ExWl: Copy of particulars regarding engagement of 

WWl between 1-1-82 to 14-9-85 

Ex W 2; Original muster roll book for the period from 

1981tol985 

Ex W 3: Copy of certificate issued by Sri K. Sudhakar 

dt.8-10-200. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

ExMl; Copy of retention schedule from P&T FHB 

voi in 

ExM2; Copy of DGP &T Ir. No. 270/6/84-STN 
dt,30-3-85 

ExM 3; Copy of DOT New Delhi Ir. NO. 270-6/84-STN 
dt. 22-6-88 

ExM 4; Copy of Ir. No.269-4/93-STN-II(Pt.) dt 12-2-99 

ExM5: Copy of declining order for reference 

dl.li-9-2001. 

^ 3 2003 

oFT. 3ir. 3259.—1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17% 

%'^, 

^^- 257/2001 ) 



PKKS^fT: 

SIQUE ISMAIL, B. SC, LLB., Presidii^Officcr 
Dated, day of S^tember, 2003 

o^psmuAL MSPimc l.c.u»no. 257^1 

BC1>¥EEN: 

SdMcL Yakdb Ali, 

S/o AbdldKare^n, 

R/oRNo. 11-23-350, 

TilakRoad, L.B. Nagar, 

Waiangal .. P^hioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

AJ*. TdeoMB, 

Suryalok Complex, 

Abids, Hyderabad 

2. The Sid>*l^visional Officer, 

Tdfioom, 

Waj angal .Respondents 

APHIARANCES: 

Forthe Petitioner M/s- R- Yogender Singh, 

V. KiranICumar, K Sunil 
Kishore Goud & B.K.M, 
Chakravarthy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri R. S, Murthy, Advocate 
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JmASD 

This is a case taken imdo' Sec, 2 A(2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgement of die Hon’bte High 
Court of i^dhra Pradesh reported in W.P, No. 8395 of 
1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India andtwo others. 

2, The brief facts as mentioned in the petition are: 
ThatthePetitionCTwmkedfromdctobCTl^l to July, 1985 
on mustCT rolls. During the period January, 1981 to 
December, 1982 the workman wa Angaged for a period of 
276 days excluding weekly offs. That his name was 
removed from muster rolls with effect from Octobo*. 1985. 
Thus, it tantamounts ^ termination violating the 
provisions of I D. Act. That the Petitioner belong to 
economically baekward class. Due to the arbitrary and 

^ inliuman action of the Respondent his entire family thrown 
into financial hardships. That whenever he requested the 
second Respondent he dogged the matter by m^ing false 
promises that they will reengage the Petitioner whenever 
tlie vacancies arises. In feet, the Respondent is eriract^g 
the work from the Petitions even as on today. Hence, may 
be pleased to set aside the oral termination order dated 
October, 1985 and direct the Petitioner to be reinstated 
with back wages, continuity of service and pass such other 
and further orders tliat the Hon’ble Court may deem fit in 
the circumstances of the case. 

3. The responds filed a counter stating that the 
Respondents are entrusted with the responsibility of 
setting up and maintenance of telecom system. That in the 
past for the purpose of digging of trenches, laying of 
cables, carrying loads and similar other related works, a 
large number of manual work force was required and work 
was of intermittent nature and not continuous. The 
sanctioned sbength based on regular and ccmtimious wcuk 
load was not adequate to meet several exigencies. The 
Petitioner is seeking relief on the basis of his intermittent 
enagagement from the paiod October, 1981 to July, 1985. 
The record for the said period had been weeded out by 
efflux of time. That the Petitioner £^roached after a lapse 
of 16 years by raising a dispute before the Assistant 
Labour CommissionerCe), Manchetial intheyear 1999. The 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India also has declined 
to make a refOTKice under Sec. 10 of the I.D. Act The claim 
is misconceived, frivolous mid vexatious. Since the 
pepartment has taken a-policy decision to close the 
establishment engaging casual labour thereby leaving no 
scope for invoking Sec. 25F of the I.D. Act, The allegation 
that his name was removed in violation of provisions of 
Indastrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not correct. That as per 
settled law, mere completion of one year service on 
intermittent works would not confer any right for 
reinstat«nait and ternunation of casual mazdoi^ on expiry 
of the said period of enagagement. That tiie Petitioner is 
not entitled for arty relief. 


4. The PetitiottCT ^camined himself asi WWl 

deposed that he was engaged by the re^ioadeiK 
effect from October, 1981 to July, 1985 on inusterroll 
AfterthathewoikedfiTom 1986to 1994 anACG-17.Fr 
January, 1^8 he was working wife contriKtor Sri I 
Ex. W1 is the certificate to that effect W2 i j fee mustt 

roll in original showing his engagement with, 
Respondent It is not true to suggest that the daim is nik 
correct ■ I 

I 

5. Tito Mat^emeMexainined Sri N.Na«^lsaiah, Sufaf* 
Divistohal En^eer (Operations) wfeo dq sed that the 
Petitioner is claiming thk he was e^aged o i imister rolls 
fromOctob^, 1981 to July, 1985.it oouktnot be verified 
as fee records of the said periods have been weeded oit 
by effiix of time as per ret^tion sch^ule prescribed i$ 
P&T FIffi Vol. Ill mariced as Ex. M1. As per the retentiori^ 
sdiedute, fee period of pres^ation of muster rblls/ftiustq^ 
rolls regirters is 5 years. That the claim of the Petitiorwk. 
that he waspakJ through ACG-17 ff(ra^y, liISS ta 199J 
is false, lliat due to ban on engagement tof casual 
mazdoors it w^conridered necessary to cairy^outurge^ 
work through contractors. Thus, it appeaifs that thj 
Petitioner miglit have been oigaged by the contractor froi 
January, 1998 and this engagem^ is no waytoonnectc 
with the Depaatment. Diat thae is no scope^to engj 
casual mazdoors except for a period of 60 day®. Tliat 
Petitions raised an industrial dispute before the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (C), Mancherial in tlic year 2(K)0 
which ended in failure and fee Ministry of labouij 
(jovermnent of India has not considered this dispute fM 
for reference. As it has been raised after a lapse of 14 
years long delay. That there is no retrenchment at all. 

■ V 

6. In the cross examination he deposed that they 
are in no way conneaed with fee engagement of the 
Petitioner with the conttactor. He does not know abou^ 
the signatories in Exs. Wl, W2, and W3. He has not 
enquired whether those signatories worked in th 
Department during the said time. 

7. It is argued by the Leaiued Counstol for th^ 
Petitioner that the Petitioner has worked from Octobe4 
1981 to July, 1985 for 276 days. Tliat they have neva 
que^oned the veracity of fee documents filed by tlu 
Petitioner except that it is bdated. At present tlie Pelitiono 
is working under thp contractor engaged by the 
Respoiktciit. Hence, the Re^ndent may be directed td 
regularize lus s^ces. 

8. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for th4 
Respondent that accorfeng to the Petitioner he wa^ 
engagedfijom October, 1981 to Jitiy, 1985 for 276 days j 
his^iame was removed in July, 1985 without notice, 
in fact, the Central Government, Ministry of Labour 1 
reused to refCT the said dispute. TbCTe is practically 
record that he has worked from 1982 to 1998 and he half 


• % 
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worked with the contractor. Hence, no relief may be 
granted to him. 

9. Tt may be seen that the Petitioner is not able to 
g • c any proof of his engagement from 1981 and there is 
no record that he worked up to 1998 on ACG from 1985 
uplo 1998 nor it is mentioned in the claim statement. What 
is not pleaded cannot be looked into. He has raised the 
dispute before the Assistant Labour Commissioner(C), 
Manchcrial after a lapse of 14 years. The Government of 
India ^(inistry of labour refused to r^er the matter. 
A-^parcntly, for a matter of 1985 he has approached this 
C urt in 2001. No doubt there is no limitation but it does 
no. mean, one can sleep for decades and can come 
whenever he pleases to the Court. Such a long delay 
amounts to abandonment of the claim if any. However, he 
has filed Ex. W1 to Ex. W3 which are not denied by the 
Respondent. Hence, an award is passed holding that if 
imy casual employees/temporary employees are appointed 
in fuUire, the Petit|pner may be given preference taking 
his date of initial engagement as 1 st October, 1981 giving 
relaxation of age in the matter of engagemint. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K.Pphani Gowri, Personal 
Assistant transcribed by her corrected and pronounced 
by me on this the 8th day of September, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Qffico’ 
Apptmdix of evidence 

Witnesses exa mined for the Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

WW1: Sri Md. Yakub Ali MW 1: Sri M. Narasaiah 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W1: Copy of certificate issued by Sri Sudhakar 
dt. 7-10-2001 

Ex. W2: Original musto’ roll book 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex. MI: Copy of retention schedule ftom P&T FHB 
Vol-iu 

Ex.M2: Copy of DGP & T Ir. No. 270/6/84-STN 

dt. 30-3-85 

Ex. M3 ; Copy of DOl' N ew Delhi h. No. 27(y6/84-STN 
dt. 22-6-88 

EX.M4: Copy of Ir. No. 269-4/93-STN-lI(Pt.) dt. 

12-2-99 

Ex. M5: Copy of minutes of conciliation of ALC(C)/ 
MCI dt. 22-6-2000 

Ex. M6: Copy of declining order of the Desk Offico- 

dt. 8-3-2001 
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3 WaR,2003 

^ 260.—1947 (1947 

U-220/97) ^ y4>irVM f, 
7t#R%36,-^ i 0-2b(fe # 

’ [4t^-200l2/583/98-3f?j|31R(ltf“l)l 

New Delhi, the 3id Noventoer, 2003 

S*0. 3260-—*In pursnaoce of Section> 17 of the • 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Gtweininemheixby publishes the award (Refv^^ 220/97) 
of the Central GovOTnent Indu^al TribuualA^aboiir 
Gotut, U, jEHiaid»d now as shown in Uie AatneJOire in the 
ludustrialDi^juie between the employers miration to the 
ra^gement of CMPDL and their workman which was 
rec^vedby;dieCeptiBl Govwnment on 30-ID-2Q03. 

[No. L-20012/583/98-lR(C-l)l 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNiSOlRE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
]N1MJSTRIALTR]BUNAL(N0. 2) ATMANBAD 

^ B. Bi^vas, Presiding Officer 

inihe matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the ID. Act,T947 

1 REFERENCE NO. 2200F1997 

PARTUS t Employers in relmion to the management of 
G.M.P. D I.L., Ranchi mdtheirwoikman 

y^EARANCES: 

Onb^ialfoftheworknKtti : None 

6n behalf of the en^Ioyers : None 
State: Jh^khand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhaidiad the 13th October, 2003 

ORDER 

The Govt, of India, Ministiy of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1) 
(d) ^the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-20012-583/9S-IR(C-I), dated, the 17thM^, 1999. 

SCHaXJLE 





^ W fi;. is-6^ ^ ^ WiPfl ^ iiidefimtie period: Accoe^ti^^ as is to so]^ lb 

^FTPff Ito ^rnr l^i fi ww ’sqm im t ’rft: qiff Tit dispose of tiieioferaK^ni^tuesricm onineiitiifl^ 

^5*f^fqiwtn?Tr%qi?rif ?” closed. c-} .■y:u‘->('-'iy-^-^''!^ 


2. Ill this reference Hfiidifirt^ixmcem^ wo flc^n 
nor his rcprcsCTtative appeared befcH-e ^ Tribim^. 
Howcvct, the management side jq^eared in two occassion 
through their representative but did not submit any written 
statement ft is seen from the record that the instant 
reference was received by this Tribunal on 10-6-1999 and 
since then it is pending for disposal. Registered notices 
and show cause notices were issued to the work man as 
well as the management but inspite of the issuance of 
notices they failedtotumup. In terms of Rule 1GB of the 
I.D. Central Rules, 1957 submission of W.S. by the 
concemed w<HlcBt 2 ui within 15 days is a mandatoiry one. 
The concemed workman not <mly violated {he said 
piovisi(Hi of the Rules but did not consider necessary to 
give any response to the notices issued by this tribunal. 
In namral course the question which will arise is what t^l 
be the fate of therefaence made by the Ministry for its 
(hsposal. The reference is made on the basis of diq)ute 
raised by the concerned workman/union. Naturally 
responsibility rests with the concemed workman/union 
and the management to assist the Court to dispose of the 
reference m issue on nwrft. In view of thedocisiem reported 
in 2002 (94) FIkR 624 it will not be just and'^^ipertq pass 
‘No dispute’ Award when both the parties r^nam absent. 
There is also BO scope to answer the reference on meritin 
absoice^any W.S. and avaftable documents.'nime isno 
disp^ to hold thm when any reference is made it is 


PresuhngQfQcm* 

^ 3 2003 , 

^ 311; 3261.—1947 (1947 

m 14) bRF. 17 % ^ 

3^51^ <1^ iRi ^ 2000 ) qh 

^30^io*^2<b3 qh* irwi 

^qrr' 

. ^ ; hr:'.:n ;:ii 

X^-i20012/295/99^aii3IIt(#-1i>3 

blew die SidNbveittbci;2003^^^^^^ ■ ^ 

h u ^Pr ftMr?3mhpe of r)f 

hii>ustiiaj4?ji^m^ t?47), 

QovfliHnefrth^ypuhl^^ (Rqfv No. 6/2Q()q) 

€?^|ra^Q^qnum?]^ilndustjial^T^^ 

Ccnirt Jli pluq^^AnqW:^ shpvfn m tbe^^ 
ftidustrial Pispide bwi^iecn the enq)loyqrs m relal^n Ip 
the manai^ent of Aiph» Hardfcqji lodushiesapd theb- 
wodonan wbii* was ieceivedby the Central Gp^ 
on3G-|0.^. . / 

(NoL-20012/295/^>94R<G-1)I 


do not take any step do not consider even to file W.S. 
such eiqiectation to dispose of the reference on comes 

to an end. It is not expected that for years together the 
Court will persue the matter suo moto with the expectations 
fw ^earance for the workman and the management 
inspite of issuance of registered notices. As per I .D, Act 
the workman excepting dnder provision of Section 2 A is 
debarred from raising any hidastrial diqxute. The dilutes 
are mainly raised by the union for theu" wpikrnan. These 
unions inspxte of receiym^ notic^ fb hot appear 
before the court for the interest bf the wb^nibn as a 
result they have been dqiiived of getting any jusfioe, UndU 
and unless the attitude of the union is changed, I c»nsid^ 
that this uncalled for ^tuatimi will peirist. Definitely it is 
the duty of fiie cemrt todtspiase c^ tbe rcfmenceonmwit 
but is dqxends on the co(q>aation (d^both rides: Here the 
reoxd will cleafiy exqxose that ^fident opportunities had 
been given to the woikman/unicm but yielded no result. 
This atfitude shows dearly fiuit the workman side! is not 
interested to proceed with tire hearing of the case for 
dq>osal<m merit. 

Under the facts and cftcuiiistaiices, I drix ^aot 
find any sufficient reason to ^fag on the qtse for an 


■ S. (jUI^A, (bldo; 
-^'’ANNEXim- = 

PRESENT : ShriB. Biswas, PrerirfiiigOfficer >' 

In the matter of mi Iiufaistrial Dispute under Scefion 
, 10(J^Kd)<rftheI,P^ Act, 1947. 

I^PSIENCEW^ > 

iii relriipn to the mar^a^pip pf 

rr . r q 

’ APPEARAli^i 

(^^db^bjT^eworl^^ : None ^ 

'Chib^alf of the m^^ : Nope 

State: Jharidianfi Industry; Coal 

Dried, Dhaiiibad, the 

the Ckivt. of bKh^bfiDistry of l^om, m 

thepowdiseo^erred onthew wider Sectipp IpflKdlpf 
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the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
295/99(C-l) dated, the 21st January, 2000, 

SCHEDULE 

“Wlicther the action of the management of Aroma 
Hard Coke Industries, Govindpur in dismissing 
Scunandan Das and ten other workman (as per list 
attached to tlie order of reference) from the services 
of company is legal, just and proper? If so, to what 
relief ^irc liie workman entitled?” 

2 In this reference neither the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared.Tlie management also did 
not appear in tliis reference. It is seen from the record that 
the instant reference was received by this Tribunal on 
31-1-2000 and since then it is pending for disposal. 
Registered notices and show cause notices were issued 
to both the sides but inspite of the issuance of notices 
they failed to turn up. In terms of Rule lOB of the I D. 
Central Rules. 1957 submission of W.S. by the concerned 
workman witlun 15 days is a mandatory one. The concern^ 
workman not only violated the said provision of the Rules 
but also did not consider necessary to give any response 
to the notices issued by this Tribunal. In natural course 
the question w hich will arise is what will be the fate of the 
reference made by the Ministry for its disposal. The 
reference is made on the basis of dispute raised by the 
concerned w orkman/union. Naturally responsibility rests 
with the concerned workman/union to assistant the Court 
to dispose of the Reference in issue on merit. In view of 
the decision reported in 20t)2(94) FLR 624 it will not be just 
and proper to pass ‘No dispute’ Award when both the 
parties remain absent. There is also no scope to misw'cr 
the reference on merit in absence of any W.S. itnd available 
documents There is no dispute to hold that when any 
reference is made it is expected to be disposed of on merit 
but wlren tlie parties do not take any step or do not 
consider e\ eti to file W.S. such expectation to dispose of 
the rclerencc on rucrit comes to an end. It is not expected 
that for \ears together Uic Court will persuc the matter 
suo molo with the expectations for appearance of the 
workman in.spite of issuance of registered notices. As per 

ID Act (he workman excepting under provisions of Section 

2A is dcbai red Iroin raising any industrial dispute. The 
disputes arc iiiaiiiK raised by Ure Union for their workman. 
These unions inspilc of receiving rrotices did not care to 
appear before the Court for the interest of the workman 
and as a result they have been deprived of getting any 
justice. IJntill and unless the attitude of the union is 
changed. I consider that Uiis uncalled for situtation will 
persist. Defmilclv it is the duty of the Court to dispose of 
the reference on merit but it depends on the cooperation 
of both sides Here tlie record will clearly e.xpose that 
sufficient opportunities had been given to the 
workman/nnioii but yielded no result. This attitude shows 


clearly that the workman side is not interested to proceed 
with the hearing of the case for disposal on merit. 

Under the facts and circumstances, I also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite period; Accordingly, as there is no scope to 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is 
closed. 

B. BISWAS, Presidiiig Officer 
M 3 2003 

m 31T. 3262«—1947 (1947 
m 14) m 17 % 

n, (tM it. 148/99) ^ 

t, TR5FR ^ 30/10/03 I 

fU Tr^“20012/236/98-a3T^3nt (#'1) ] 

New Ddttii, the 3rd November, 2003 

&;0. 3262,-^In pursuance of Section 17 
of the indasfiial Dispute Actr 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central C^vemment hereby publishes the award 
<Ref. No 14«/99) of -the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court II, Dhsttibttd now as slKwn in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute bwtween the 
employers m relation to the management of BCCL and 
their worieinan which was received by the Central 
Government on 30/10/03. 

[No. L-20012/236/98-IR(C-l)l 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEJOJRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRmi^t 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

In the m^^ of an Industrial Dilute under Section 10(1 )(d) 
ofthekD Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 148 of 1999 

PARTffiS : Employers inrelation to the management 

of Gqjalichak Collieiy of M/s. BCCL and 
their workman. 

APfEARANCES: 

(>i behalf of the workman None. 
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On behalf of the employers Shri S.N. Ghosh, 

Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal. 

Dated, Dharibad, the 13 th October, 2003 

ORDm 

The Govt, of India, Nfinkitry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the LD. Act., 1947 has referred the following dilute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication videtheir Order No. L-20012/ 
236/98-IR. (C-I), dated, the 19th February, 1999. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Gopalidtak Colliery of M/s. BCCL in superanimating 
Sh. Sobbh Nath Singh, Ex-Seombir guard from the 
services of the company on the basis of date of 
birth of27-3-1932 recorded in Form ‘B’ Register of 
Gopalichak Colliery, (although, the management has 
failed to produce the original Form B register of 
Godhar colliery and the I.D. Card register of Godhar 
Colliery produced does not contain the d^e ofbiidi 
of Sri Sin^ in the relevant colunm, where the 
concerned, workman and came on tranrfer to 
Gopalichak Ccdly. on 19-1-89 and also has failed to 
prove through any documentary evidence that on 
what basis/ground, they have recorded the date of 
birth of Sri Singh as 27-3-1932 in Form B of 
Gopalichak Colliery against the claim of the 
16-7-1944 recorded in For|n‘B’ register (^GocUiar 
Colliery) is justifred ? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled?” 

2. In this reference neitiier the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared. However, though the 
management side geared throng their learned Advocate 
did not file their W.S. It is seen from the record that the 
instant reference was received by this Tribunal on 8-3-99 
and since then it is p^ding for di^osal. As the concerned 
workman failed to appear before fiiis Tribunal, registered 
notices were issued to the workman side but inspite of the 
issuance of notices they failed to appear before this 
Tribunal. They also did not eveii to the notices issuedby 
this Tribunal, in natural course the que^on will arise what 
will be the fate of the referencemadeby the Ministry fw 
its disposal. The referaice is made on the basis of the 
dispute raised by the concerned woikman/union. Naturally 
responsibility rests with the concerned woikman/union 
to assist the Court to dispose of the reference on merit. In 
view of the decision reported in 2002(94) FLR 624 it will 
not he just and proper to pass ‘No dispute’ Award when 
both die parties remain ^sent. There is also no scqie to 
answer the refMunce on merit in absence of any W.S. and 
available documents. There is nudispute to hold that wh^ 
any reference is made it is ejected to be disposed on 


merit but when the pai^s danot take any step or do not 
oonsido* even to file W/S documents such eij^ectationito 
disposeof ^ r^erence on merit comes to auend. Itkiwt 
eiqiectedthat for years together the Court will persue me 
matter suo moto widi die expectations for appearancelfef 
die workman incite of issuance of registered notices. As 
per I D. Act the worianan excqiting under provisions of 
Section 2 Aisddrarredfromiaisxtg any induslrial di^Hfe. 
The disputes are mainly raised by the Uidon fw 
workmen. These unions incite of receiving notices do 
not care to appear before the Court for the interest of die 
woikmanand as aiesuh diey have been deprived of gett^ig 
any justice. Untill and unl^ the attitude of the union is 
changed 1 consider that this uncalled for situation will 
persist. Definitely it is the duty of the Court to di^sojof 
the reference on merit but it depends on the coopautijon 
of both sides. Here the record will clearly expose tlht 
sufficient Opportunities had been given to l^e 
worionan/umon but yielded no result. This attitude shows 
clearly that the worianan side is not interested to proeqed 
with the hearing of the case for disposal on iti^t. 

Under the facts and circumstances, 1 also do fot 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case forian 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope! to 
di^ose of the reference in question on merit, the sam# is 
closed. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding 

L 

2003 ^ 

w- 3 ir. 3263 .—1947 (1947 
% affr «64'4»rb‘% 4^, 

11, % iw (ri^ 28372001) 

t, ■^it ^ 30/Wm ^ 

\ 

[7T. W-200l2/364/2001-2m<3TR: (#-f) ] 

New Di^, the 3idNoveiiber, 2oj)3 j , 

S.O. 3263.—In pursuance of Section IT of^he 
Industrial Dispirte Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)i the 
GovemmentlKr^publiri^the awanl(Ref. No. 283/24pl‘) 
of the Central Government IndnstriaJ Tribimal/Lal^Mr 
Court II Dhanbad now as in die Anwexure inlhe 
Industrial Dilute between the employers In relatio^ to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, wtiidi^Kas 
recMvedby the Central Govanment on 30/10/03. ^ 

[No. L-20012/364/200I-IR (dl)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under s|cy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, PresidingOfficer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dipute unda Section 10(I)(d) 
ofthel.D. Act. 1947, 

Refrence No. 283 of 2001 

PARTIES : En^Ioyets inrdation to the management 

of C.V. Area of M/s. BCCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES; 

On behalf of tire workman None. 

On behalf of tilc employers Shri B.M. Prasad, 

Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal. 


Dated, Dhanbad. the 13th October, 2003. 

ORDER 

Tlie Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10( I)(d) of 
the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-20012/364/2001-IR. (C-I), dated, the 10th October, 2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
BCCL in refusing the VRS ^plication of Smt. Nishu 
Manjhian and the failure to offer employment to her 
dependent son is fair and justified? If not, to what 
relief is Smt. Nishu Manjhian or her dependent is 
entitled?" 

2. In this reference neitlier the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared. However, though the 
management side appeared through their learned Advocate 
did not file their W.S. It is seen from the record that the 
instant reference was received by this Tribunal on 
9-11 -2001 and since then it is pending for disposal. As the 
concerned workman failed to ^ear before this Tribunal, 
registered notices were issued to the workman side but 
inspite of the issuance of notices they failed to ^pear 
before this Tribunal. They also did not even respond to 
the notices issued by tliis Tribunal. In natural course the 
question will arise what will be the fate of the reference 
made by the Ministry for its disposal. The reference is 
made on the basis of the dispute raised by the concerned 
workman/union. Naturally responsibility rests with the 
concerned workman/union to assist the Court to dispose 


of the reference in on merit. In view of the decision 
rqxutedin 2002(94) FLR 624 it will not be just aiul proper 
to pass ‘No dilute’ Award when both the pmHes reimin 
abs^. There is also no scope to answer the referrace on 
merit in ^sence of apy W.S. and available documents. 
There is no dilute to hold that whm any reference is 
made it is e3q)ected to be dispds^ on merit but when the 
parties do not take ai^ step or do not consider even to 
file W/S' dociui^fts sudi expectation to of ^ 

refoence on mer^ comes to an end. It is not ej^ected 
that for years togethi^ die Court will persue die matto' 
suo moto with die ecpectotions for appearance of the 
workman inspite of issuance of registered notices. As 
per I. D. Act the workman excqiting imder provisions of 



The di^utps are mainly raised by the Union for their 
workmen. i These ^ipns inspite of receiving notices do 
not careto ^^pear beftve theCourt for die interest of the 


any just^ Untill and indess the <^tude of die nmon is 
changed I con^der this nacaUed for situation will 
persist, De^teiy Hiathedu^ of theC^imto of 

toe reference on mcait but it ^ends on the cooperation 
of both odes, Hi^e the record will clearly eiqiose that 
sufUciont Opportunities had ,been given to the 
woikman/ijnioilbiM- jd^dednQ result This alhtnide shows 
clearly th^the wod^sqaa side is not int^ested to proceed 
withthe hew^ ofthe case for disposal onmqit. 

Under toe facts and circmstances, I also do not 
. find any stdDdent reason to on the case for an 
iiul^fihite bmidd. Accordingly as there is no scope to 
dispose of too reflerence in question on merit, toe same is 
closed. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

^ 1^?#, 3 40UR, 2003 

W. 3264.—sftdK'l'* fqein;1947 (1947 

i4il 14 ) 17 % ^’^<4 +K«t»K 

% % Tfrira: 

atternr n, Titsn 156/98) ^ 

^ 30/10/03 4^ mi 

[■d. t^?T-200i2/306/97-3n^3nr (#-i) ] 

New Detoi, the 3id November, 2003 

S.O. 3264.—In pursuance of Section 17 of toe 
IiuIttStrial IMnpute Act, 1947 (14 bf 1947), the Central 
' Govonmont herdiy publishes the award (Rid. No. 156/98) 
of toe Cerittal G^ernm^t todustrial iVibunai Labour 
Comrt 11, Dhanbad how as shown in toe Ahnexure in the 



[^n-^3(u)] 


; 22, 1, ^925 


im 


Industrial Dilute betwpea tj^ enytlpyets in i^ation to 
the tnanagCTient oifBCCL and their w oAtng^ i which was , 
received hy the. Central Govanment on 30-1 0 - 2 (K) 3 . 

(No. L-2t)0l2/3{)6/97-m^^^^ 

S. S. GlffTA, Unda Secy 

AhmXURE 

BERSIETHECeNIT^AL CtoVEBN^EW 
TWBUNAL (No! 2) ATDHA^© 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. Bil& WAS, Priding OfiScff 

In the matter of an Indastf^ ir^nite and^ Section 
10(lXd>ofthei D Act, 1947. 

R^rence No, ISdof 1998 

PARI US : Employers in retetion to the niffliage^ 
nientof MA. BCCLahdthdrwortenan- 
AVPEAlUNCES: 

OnbehalfofthewoilEinan : None. 

On behalf the enqrloy^ : Shri H. Nhth 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand ^ Industry : Coal. 

Dated, the 13th October, 2003 

ofamt 

■ 'vwff,: ■ - ■ 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exerdse 
of the pow^ conferred on them under Sec^n 10(1)(4) 
of the LD, Act, 1947 has referred the follow ing (h^uteto 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide theii Order No 

L-200I2/306/97-m(Cd), dated,tliem^ 

scsEDcaj; 

“Whether the action of the mana^inent of M/s. 
BCCL in denial to regidarrse Shri Jageshwar Saw 

Keshii and Slui pUip Kumar as Fitter Helper and 
ExcavatrpnMazdoorrespectrvelyw.e.f thedateof 
appointment is ju^ed? If not, to what relief are 
these workmen entitled?” 

2. fa this rrfbrencenertherthe concerned wor kman 
nor his F^sentative appeared However, though die 
managemeW side appeared th#bugh their learned 
Advocate did not file Uieir W S It is seen 
record that the instant r^aence was receive by tins 
Tribunal on 13-7-98 and since then it is pending for 
disposal. As the concerned workiftan failed to ^ear 
before this Ttibim^, registered notices were issued to 
the workman side but inspite of the issuance of 
notices they failed to appear before fids Tribunal: 
They also did not even respond to the notices issued 
by this Tribunal. In natural course the question Wifi 
arise what will the fate of the reference made by the 


Ministry for hs digmsal. The refercnicejis made on die 
basis of the dispute raised by the concerned 
wofkman/uflloni Naftilf^ly respen^ility felts with the 
concerned workman/uhion fa assist thfe ^CbtMf%' 
(bsposc.of the reference m faerit. In keW of 
dccisioii of the Hon-ble Apbx Gomi fbpofted iii 
^2(94) RLR b24 it will not be jiist indptbper to p^ 
‘No di^ufa’ Awmd When bofii the parties refaain absi 
Th^e is also no scope fa answer fiie refereriCe 
merit in absence of toy W S. and availtfale fio cumeid^^ 
There is no dilute to hold that when toy reference is 
made it is e?q)ected to be diiqiosed on merit but wh^n 
the parties do not take any step or do not consider ev^n 
to file W/S documents such expectation to dispose 
of the reference on merit comes to an end. It is not 
expected that for years the Court will persue tlfe 

matter suo moto with thb^^ertations for ^ipearance df 
the wOTkman in^Mfa of fasutoce ofre^eifed nori^ 

As per I. D. Ag the wortouM exeeptfag jimder proh 
yisions of Section 2A is debarred from raising any 
industrial dispute. The disputes are mainly fais^ 
the Union for their woikmen. These imic«i| inspite ojf 
receiving notices do hot cafe-to appear before 
the CoiKt for the faterest of the wpikman andias a resuhj 
they have been deprived of getting any justice Uni# 
and unless the attitude of the union is changed i 
consider that this uncail^ for SHuatloh will persist 
Definitely it is the duty of th©'Court to dh^osi; 
of the feference on merit btit it depends on tlfa' 
cooperation of both sides. Here the record will 
clearly expose that sufficient dppofWnities had beet 
given to the workman/union but yielded no! 

This attitude shows clearly that the workman side 
is not interested to proceed with the hewing of fit# 
case for d^posal on merit. 

Under the facts mid circumstances, I also do no| 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite p»fod. Ac«M«ttgly as there is nd scope Id 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is * 
closed. 

B. BtSWAS, Presiding Officer. 

2003 
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New Delhi, the 3rdNovember, 2003 


S.O. 3265.—In pnrsuamce of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 23 5/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court II Dhanbadnowasshowninthe Annexureinthe 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 30-10-2003. 

[No, L-20012/89/98-IR(C-l)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (No. 2) ATDHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dipute under Section 
10(I){d)ofthe I.D, Act, 1947. 

RefrenceNo. 235 of 1998 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of Kusunda Area of BCCL and 
theii workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman None, 

For the Employers ; ShriR.N. Ganguly, 

Advocate, 

State : Jharkhand ; Industry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 13th October, 2003. 

ORDER 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1)(d) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-20012/89/98-IR (C-I), dated, the 8th December, 1998. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Kusunda 
Area of BCCL in dismissing the services of SriVed 
Prakash Prasad, Miner Loader of East Basuriya 
Colliery on the basis of exparte enquiry during the 
pendency of case in court of law is justified? If not, 
what reliefthe workman is aititledto ,” 


2. In this reference neither the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared. However, though the 
management side appeared through their learned 
Advocate did not file their W. S. It is seen from the 
record that the instant reference was received by this 
Tribunal on 30-12-98 and since then it is pending for 
disposal. As the concerned workman failed to appear 
before this Tribunal, registered notices were 
issued to the workqian side but inspite of the issuance of 
notices they failed to appear before this Tribunal. 
They also did not even respond to the notices issued 
by this Tribunal. In natural course the question 
will arise what will be the fate of the refeence made 
by die MimsUy for itedisposal. The reference is made on 
the basis of the dispute raised by the concerned 
workman/union. Naturally responsibility rests with 
the concerned woikman/union to assist the Court to 
di^ose of the reference on merit. In view 
of the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court reported 
in 2002(94) FLR 624 it will not be just and proper 
to pass ‘No dilute' Award when both the parties remain 
absent. There is also no scope to imswer lhe refeence 
on merit in absence of any W.S. and available documents. 
There is no diq)ute to hold that when any reference is 
made it is ejqjected to be disposed on merit but when 
the parties do not take any step or dgpot consider even 
to file writ even to file W/S docum«5fs sodi ejqaectation 
to dispose ofdie reference on merit comes to an end. It 
is not ejqieacd that for years together the Court will 
persue die matter suo moto with the ejqaectations for 
s^earance of the worieman inspite of issuance of 
registered notices. As per 1. D. Act,the workman 
exc^tting under provisions of Section 2A is debarred 
from raising any industrial dilute. The disputes are mainly 
raised by the Union for their woriemen. These unions 
inspite of receiving notices do not care to appear 
before the Court for the interest of the workman and as a 
result they have been deprived of getting any 
justice. Uiitil and tmlcss the attitude of the union is 
changed I consider that this uncalled for situation 
will persist. Definitely it is the duty of the Court to dispose 
of the reference on merit but it depends on the 
coopCTation of both sides. Here the record will 
clearly expose that sufficient opportunities had 
been given to the workman/union but yielded no result. 
Tto attitude diows clearly that the worianan side is not 
intnested to proceed with the hearing of the case for 
dispose on merit. 

Under the facts and circumstances, 1 also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope to 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is 
closed. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 
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New Delhi, the 3rdNoveirf)er, 2003 

S. O. 3266.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial^D^utes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Caihr^ 
GovemmowBcreby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21(V99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court II, DIuuibad now as shown in the Aimexure, in dte 
industrial dilute between the einployears in reiaticoi to the 
management of C.M.P.D.I.L. andth^ workmen, tiriiich 
was received by the Central Government on 30-10-2003. 

[No. L-20012/585/98-IR(C-I)] 

S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) ATDHANBAD 

PRESENT: SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D.‘Act., 1947 


fT 


scaomuE 


REFERENCE NO. 210 OF 1999 


PARTIES: 


Employers in relation to the management of 
C.M.P.D.I.L, Ranchi and their woikman 


APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the woikman 
On behalf of the employers 


None 

Mr. A.K. Mishra, 
Personnel Officer. 


Dated, Dhanbad, the 13th October, 2003 

ORDER 

The Govt, of India, Minstry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the l.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide tlieir Order No. L-20012/ 
585/98-IR(C-I), dated, the l7thMay, 1999. 


.‘‘w % •5n| 

^ -qfe 
ift W mi f?I. 15-6-98 ^ ^ ^5!»Trf'?r ^ 
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2. In this reference neither the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared. However, the 
management side appeared through their rep^esental^^’e 
and filed authorisation but did not submit any wriiie® 
statement. It is seen from the record tliat the instant 
reference was received by this Tribunal on 10-6-1999 ani 
since then it is pending for disposal. Registered notice 
and show cause notices were issued to the workman 
well as the management but incite of the Usuance 
notices they failed to turnup. In terms of Rule 10 B of thi 
l.D. Central Rules, 1957 submission of ^.S. by th^ 
concerned woikman within 15 days » a mandatoTyi>n4 
The concerned workman not only violated the sa'4 
provision of the Rules but did not consider nl^sary tij 
give any response to the notices issued by this Tribuna 
Innatural course the question which will arise is what wi 
be the fate of the rdTerence made by the htin^stry for it 
disposal. The reference is made on the basis of disput 
raised by the concerned workmairi^ion. Naturall]j 
reponsibility rests with the concerned ^rkmai^unibn and 
the management to assist the Court t^dispbse of th} 
reference in issue on merit In view of the decision rgmrtc 
in 2002 (94) FLR 624 it will not be just and prdper to pas 
‘No dispute’ Award when both the parties renuin absent 
There is also no scope to answer the reference on merit in 
absence of any W.S. and available documents. There i$ 
no dispute to hold that when any reference ismade it i$ 
e>q)ected to be disposed of on merit but when the partied 
do not take any stq) or do not consider ev'en to file W. 
such e?q)ectation to dispose of the reference on np«rit come 
to an end. It is not expected that for years tqgether th^ 
Court will persue the matter swo moto wito the eitpedatioi 
for appearance for the workman and the manageme 
inspite of issuance of registered notices. As ptx l.D. Ac 
the workman excepting under provision of Section 2 A i 
debarred from raising any industrial dispute. The dispute 
are mainly raised by the union for their workmen. Th< 
unions incite of receiving notices do not care to appea^ 
before the court for the interest of the workman and as 4 
result'thty have beat deprived of getting any justice. Untii 
and unless the attitude of the union is clianged.; 1 considef 
that this uncalled for situation will persist. Definitely it 1 $ 
the duty of the Court to dispose of the reference onmeri^ 
but it dqiends on the cooperation of both sides. Here tli4 
record will clearly expose that sufficient opportunities ha<i 
been given to tlie workman/union but yielded no result! 
This attitude shows clearly tliat the workinaiiiside is not 
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interested to proceed with the hearing of the case for 
disposal on merit. 

Under tlic facts and circumstances, I also do not 
find any siifficicnt reason to drag on tlie case for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope to 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is 
clc 'd, 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Offioer 
3 2003 

■gpTo 3Tro3267.“^1^Mh^ 1 ^ 1 ^ 1947 

1947 ^ 14) ^ ^ 17 % 

iiTa^o^iof^o % %7Tsr5: fi4i'3r<^" afR < 4 ^ 1 ^ =+>4911^ 

226 / 2001 ) ^ 

M^h l fvid t, ^ 30-10-2003 ^W<T 

m I 

[U TT^.-20012/244/2001 33R(#-1)] 

T^o TT^o 

New Delhi, the 3rd November, 2003 

S. O. 3267.- Ml pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Go^•cnlmcnt hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 226/ 
2001) of the Ccnunl Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court 11. Dhanbad now as shown m the Annexure, 
ill the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of BCCL and their workmen, \^ch 
was received by the Central Government on 30-10-2003. 

[No.L-20012/244/2001-IR(C-l)l 
S.S GUPTA. Under Secy. 
;\NNEXURE 

BEFORETHE C ENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
fRlBUN/XL (NO, 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENl : SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under ' 
ScctU)!’ 10 ( l)(d) of ih? T ri. .\et., 1947 

REFERENCE NO. 226 OF 2001 

PARTIES: 

Employers iu rclatiuii 10 the management of 
Sijua Area of M/s, BCCL and their woikmaiL 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalfof the workman ; None 

Oiibelialfoftlic employers SriU.N.Lall. 

Advocate 

State : Jharkliand Industry': Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, tlie 13th October. 2003 


ORimi 

The Govt, of India, Minstry of Labour, in exmdse of 
the powers confmred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the l.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for a^udication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
244/200MR{C-I), dated, the 10th August, 2001. 

SCHEDU1£ 

‘ ‘Whether the action of the management of Bhowra 
(North) Un Mine’s is dismissing Shri Lidchand Rai 
w.e.f. 3-9*98 is justified ? If not, to what relief is the 
woiicman enthl^ ?”. 

2. In this rrfwunce neither the concerned woiicman 
nor his representative appeared. The management, 
however, sheared tttrough then: learned Advocate and 
filed authorisation but did not submit any written 
statement. It is seen from the record that the insumt 
reference was rec^rived by diis Tribunal on 20<^2001 and 
since then it is pen^ng for disposal. Regist^ed notices 
and show cfmse notic;es were issusdto the wcricman/wiion 
as well as to the management but incite of the issuance 
ofnotices the woikmen/union failed to turn iq). Intermsof 
Rule 10 B of the l.D. Central Rules, 1957 submission of 
W.S. by the concerned workman within 15 days is a 
mandatory one. The concemed workman not onty violated 
the said provision of the Rules but also did not consider 
necessary to give any response to the notices issued by 
this Tribunal. In natural course the question which will 
arise is what will be the fate of the reference made by the 
Ministry fbr its di^osal. The reference is made on the 
basis of dispute raisedby the concemed worieman/union. 
Naturally respoiK^iUty rests with the ocmcemed workman/ 
union to assist the Court to dispose of the reference in 
issued on merit. In view of the decision rqiorted in 2002 
(94) FLR 624 it will not be just and proper to pass ‘No 
dispute’ Awardwhenboththepartiesremainabsent. Thone 
is also no scope to answer the reference on mait in absence 
of any W. S. and available documents. There is no dispute 
to hold that when any reference is made it is bxpect^ to 
be disposed of on merit but when the parties do not take 
any step or do not consider even to file W.S. such 
e?q)ectation to dispose of the refCTence on merit comes to 
an end. It is not expected that for years together the Court 
will persue the matter suo moto widilhe e^ectations for 
appearance of the workman inspite of issuance of 
registered notices. As per l.D. Act the workman excepting 
under provision of Section 2A is ddiarred from raising 
any industrial dispute. The disputes are mainly raisedby 
the union for their workmen. These unions inspite of 
receiving notices did not care to appear before the Court 
for the interest of the workman and as a result they have 
been deprived of getting any justice. Untill and unless the 
attitude of the union is changed, I consider that this 
uncalled for situation will persist. Definitely it is the duty 
of the Court to dispose of the reference on merit but it 
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depends on the cooperation (^both sides. Here the recoid 
will clearly expose that sufficient opportunities had been 
given to the woikman/union but yielded as result. This 
attitude shows clearly that the woricman side is not 
interested to proceed with the hearing of the case for 
di^osal on merit. 

Under the fects and circumstances, I also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope to 
dispose of the referaice in question on merit; the same is 
closed. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
M 3 ■5t*F5n:, 2003 
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New Delhi, the 3rd November, 2003 

S. O. 3268.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herd)y publishes theAwanl(Ref No. 218/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court II, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
uidustrial dilute between the employers th relation to the 
management of CMPDIL and their worionen, which was 
received by the Central (jovemincnt on 30-10-2003. 

[No. L-200l2/581/98-IR(C-l)j 

S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) ATDHANBAD 

PnESENT; 

SHRIB. BISWAS, 

Presidir^ Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dilute under 
Section I0(l)(d) of die I.D. Act., 1947 

REFERENCE NO. 218 OF 1999 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
C.M.P.D.I.L,, Randii and their workmen. 


Appearances: 

On behalf of the woiionan 
On behalf of the enqiloyers 

State Jharkhand 


Industry r Coal 


ORDER 

The (jovt. .of India, Minstry of Labour, in exercisof 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10( 1)( Jof 
the l.D. Act, 1947 has referred the followmg disput^ to 
this Tribunal for a^udication vide their OidorNo. L-2oJ|2/ 
551/98^IR(C-I),dated,thel7thMay, 1999. . 

SCBEDUIE 

w 
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2. In this referraicc neither the concerned workn|an 
nor his representative appeared. Hdwever, fhe 
management side though speared on one occasion |)iut 
did not submit any W.S. It is seen from the record that|be 
instant reference was received by this Tribunal jon 
10-6-1999 and since then it is pending jfor diiq>otal. 
Registered notices were issued to the woikman as weq as 
the mangement but inspite of the issuance of notices they 
failedtotumup. In terms ofRule lOBofthel.D. Central 
Rules, 1957 submission of W. S. by the amcemed wbiknian 
within 15 days is a mandatory one. The concerned 
woikman not only violated the said provision of the Rules 
but did not consider necessary to give any responses to 
die notices issued by this Tribunal. In natural coiuse the 
question which will arise is what will be the fate of |lie 
reference made by the Ministry for its diiqHisal. l^e 
reference is made on the basis of diiqmte raised by |be 
couched woikman/union. Naturally r^onsibility re^ts 
with Ae conc^ed workman/union ^d the mamgem^t 
to assist the Court to diiqiose of the reference in issue^on 
merit In view of the decision reported in 2002 (94) FLR (piA 
it will not be just and proper to pass ‘No diiqmte’ Aw;^d 
when botti the parties remain absent. There is also |[io 
scope to answer the reference on merit in absence of ajny 
W.S. and avail^le documents. There is no dispute to hold 
that when any reference is made it is expected to |be 
disposed of on merit but whoi the parties doinot take ^y 
step or do not cemsider even to file W.S. such expecta^n 
to diipose of the reference on merit comes to an end’ is 
not expected that for years together the Court will pcr^c 
the matter suo moto widi the expectations for ^pearan|ce 
for the woikman and the management inspite of issuanjee 
of registered notices. As per I D. Act the workman 
excepting undnr prevision of Section 2 A is debarred fr^m 
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INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 240/2002 
Between 


raising any industrial dispute. The disputes are mainly 
raised by the union for their workmen. These unions 
inspite of receiving notices do not care to appear before 
the Court for the interest of the workman and as a result 
they have been deprived of getting,any justice. Untill and 
unless the attitude of the union is changed I consider that 
this uncalled for situation will persist. Definitely it is the 
duty of the Court to dispose of the reference on merit but 
it depends on the cooperation of both sides. Here the 
record will cletu-ly expose that sufficient opportunities had 
been given to the workman/union but yielded no result. 
This attitude shows clearly that the workman side is not 
interested to proceed with the hearing of the case for 
disposal on merit. 

Under the facts and circumstances, I also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope to 
dispose of tlie reference in question on merit, the same is 
closed. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
M 4 2003 

■^o 3Tro3269.—1947 
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[71. T^-22012/355/2000-31Tf 24R(TftT13T-II)] 

New Dcllii, the 4thNovember, 2003 

S. O, 3269.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Indusinal Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 240/ 
2(X)2) of tlic Ceil, Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute betw eeii Uie management of SCCL and their 
workmen, rcceit ed by the Central Government on 
4-11-2003. 

[No. L-22012/355/2000-IR(CM-II)] 
N.P. KESAVAN, DeskOfficer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT 

Shii E, Ismail,B.Sc.,L. L. B., 

Presiding Officer 

Dated the 22nd day of August, 2003 


Sii Kspi Komaraiah, 
jpx-cb^cujtter, 

H. No.1-105, ISliantinagar, 

Bhupal^al}i(h^, 

Warangal-506168. ...Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. SingareniCollieries Co. Ltd., 

Bhupalapalli Division. 

Warangal-506168. .. .Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s A.K. Jayaprakash Rao, 

K. Srinivas Rao, P. Sudha, T. Bal 
Reddy, M. Govind, N. Sanjay & 
K. Aj ay Kumar, Advocates 

For the Re^ondent : M/s K. Srinivasa Mnrthy, 
V. UmaDevi & C. Vijay Shekar 
Reddy, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Govanment of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
oiderNo. L- 22012/355/2000-IR(CM-n) dated 18-4-2002 
referred*the following dispute under seaion 10 (1) (d) of 
foe ID. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between ' 
foe en^loyers in relation to foe Management and their 
workman. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether foe action of foe General Manager, M/s. 

' Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd., Bhupalapalli Division, 

Warangal District in dismissing Sri Kapu Komaraiah, 
Coal Cuttd*, woiked in GDK-8 ihc. (previously under 
Ramagundam-IVDivn.) vv.e.f. 4-7-95 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 

This reference was registered as Industrial Dispute 
No. 240/2002 and notices were issued to foe parties. 

2. Infoe claim petition it is averred that the Petitioner 
was £q)pointed on 2-11-78 as worker-cum-trainee and 
thereafter he was promoted as coal cutter in foe >rear 1979 
and put in unblemished record of service till 
he was illegally dismissed on 4-5-1995/4-7-1995. That he. 
was issued with a chargesheet on 3-1-94 where foe 
following four charges were made: 

Cl) A house plot No. 17 at K.K. Nagar was allotted 

to you for your residential purpose. Youhave 
constructed a house in the house plot allotted 
to you and sold out to Sri Kallqralli Janardhan. 
Coal-filler, GDK 10 Incline by taking 
R& 19,000/-. 





[MRii—3(ii)] 


: w^22, 200^/mm^^, 1925 


You have illegally occi^ied company's land 
at Tarakarama Nagarin the piidcUeof 8 Incline 
colony and constructed two houses out of 
which one house you ^e sold away to Sri T. 
Naresh Singh, Tea and Snak Vendor by taking 
Rs. 15,500/-. 

A house was constructed by you in the 


Officer has-recorded to the statem^ conriury to ti 
stateme^ made by the Petitioner. Even yqt aggnmiJ 
without admitting that he has sold the land and r^stenij 
in the name of some other persons, the said tr|nsaction] 
invalid. That the said punishment is arl^itrary aq 
discriminatory. Hence, the Petitioner may bf reinstate 
with full back wages. 


company’s land which was illegally occu{»ed 
by you at Tarakarama JMagar consisting of 3 
rooms sold away to Sri Are Madanaiah, Ex¬ 
coal filter, GDK. 10 Incline by taking 

Rs. 40,000/-. 

(iv) Yoil have sold away some land at Tarakarama 
Nagar which was illegally occupiaiby you to 
Sri Nevuri Krishna Reddy, Pan Shop, owner 
near 8 Incline by taking Rs. 2000/-. 

3. That the enquiry was held which is invalid. That 
along with the P^itioner 25 other employees were allotted 
tile plots by the Respondent Compaity. Petitionar along 
with other employees constructed house. That no 
conditions were stipulated in the allotment order. That all 
the employees on their transfer to other places have sold 
the houses and tlie Petitioner also sold only fixtures of his 
house as it was the practice in vogue in that area. That he 
suffered with paralysis and in order to meet his medical 
e.xpenses he sold fixtures of his house and therefore he 
has not committ^ any misconduct The Petitioner sidimits 
that he being an illitoute is not conversant with the 
procedural law and more over to save his life he was 
compelled to sell the fixtures of the house. Therefore, he 
has not done anything intentionally. Further, Mr. 
Janardhan one of the witnesses during the enquiry 
admitted that he was earlier residing in the house of 
Chuppala Latchulu and the said Chiqipala Latchulu has 
purchased the house from some other enqjloyee. The 
Petitioner submits that he has not regi^ered the house by 
way of executing any sale deed and the said Janardhan 
has also admitted in the c^oss examination, that as the 
Respondent company asks him to vacate, he would vacate 
the same. That the said witness also admitted that the 
land belongs to Respondent Conqjany like wise another 
employee Mr. Are Madanaiah was also examined and he 
has also deposed the same. That the action of the 
Respondent is illegal, arbitrary and the Petitioner has 
brought to the notice of the Respondent about the sale 
transaction of other employees but no action was taken 
against those employees. But action was initiated only 
against the Petitioner. Hence, it is arbitrary and 
discriminated. The Petitioner has also submitted the list 
of other employees who have also sold the houses. The 
findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse, one sided 
and are based on mere surmises and conjunctures. The 
Petitioner further submits that the Enquiry Officer 
obtained his signatures stating whefiier he wants to 
continue in employment or not but curiously the Enqmiy 


4. A counter was fil^ stating that the Petitioiu^ 
has filed writ petition No. 16439 of 1995 before the Hon’b e 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh to declare thjc dismiss il 
proceedings dated 4-7-95 as arbitrary and illegal eb:. 
The Hon’ble High Court vide its order dated 17-8-9 9 
dismissed the Writ Petition relegating the Petitioner to 
pursue alternative remedy available under the Industrie J 
Disputes Act, 1947. Subsequently, the Gpvemmeit 
referred the matter to this Hon’ble Court. The fact that h b 
was^pointedm 1978andjuomotedm 1979isnotdeiua . 
Further, it is not correct to say that he has put in servii 
with uid)lemi£bed record is not correct. 


5. He was chargesheeted for illegal occi^ation anri 
selling of company’s land at K.K. Nagar and tarakarariA 
Nagar of Sector-Ill of Godavarikhani. That ihe enquiry 


was properly conducted^ the procedure of enquiry w* 
eaqilainedto the Petitionerin Telugu and &i Soloman, offij 
president, INTUC as Defence Representative fulli 
participated in the domestic enquiry at every Itage of tli 


proceeding. Further, the Management examined fou^ 
witnesses of the Petitioner himself got exanuned. It i^ 
settled piinc^le of law that the Presenting Officer can 
lead evidence in the domestic enquiry, that he caimot be ii 


witness is absolutdy indirect and hence denied. Fuithe 


the contention that there were no conditions stipulatal iq 
the allotment order is not correct. The allottees do nG| 
have any right to alienate the aforesaid houses and thej 
will have to be surrender back to the Company the housi. 
on their retiranenVsi^erannuation. The furt^contenticH^ 


of the Petitioner that all die eir^loyees were trrnisferred fo 


other places have sold their houses and thei Petitioned 
also sold only the fixtures of the house as it wa^ a practice 
in vogue is not correct The Petitioner is trying to make 
a case that it was sold for his medical expenses is contrary 
to the allotment order issued to him. Further th^ 
Respondent Company has got well establishql hospital 
to cater to the neais of its enq>loyees. The contentioil 
that Sri Janardhan had admitt^ in foe cross e?^minatio^ 
that earlier he was residing in Chi^ala Latchibu’s hous# 
and that Sri Chuppala Latchulu has purchased the housf 
fiom some other employee is not concerned tp this cas^ 
and it is denied. Further contention of the Pethioner thad. 
he has not registered the house by way of executing hi| 
sale deed in fovourof Mr. Janardhan is absolutely incorrecti 
It may be pointed out that foe Petitioner was aflotted plot 
No. 17 for his residential accommodation at K. Nagar, 
The Petitioner constructed house thereon anjd sold th$ 
house together with the land to Sri K. Janar^ian, Coaj 
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filler, Godavarikhani. 10 Incline for Rs. 19,000/-. He also 
entered into agreement dated 10-10-87 with Sri K. 
Janardhan on non-judicial stamp paper. The Petitioner 
admits that the land belongs to the Respondent Compaity 
and he did not report the aforesaid sale transaction to the 
Respondent Company. 

6 . Further, tlic Petitioner has illegally occupied the 
Company's land in the middle of 8-Inclme Colony and 
later on called as Tanikarama Nagarand constnicted two 
houses thereon and sold one to Sri Takur Naresh Singh, 
Tea and Snacks Vendor, for a sale consideration of 
Rs. 15,500/- vide an agreement of sale dated 11-8-92. He 
sold the second house to Sri A. Madanaiah, Ex-coal filler 
for a consideration of Rs. 40,000/- and had also executed 
an agreement of sale, but no body has a right to occupy 
company’s laud and construct the houses and sell. 
Hence, the petition may be dismissed. 

7 Arguments \\'ere heard on the validity of domestic 
enquirv^ and this court by its order dated 7-1-2003 held 
that the domestic enquiry is validly conducted. 
Accordingly arguments were heard u/s 11 A. 

8 . It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner that no quarters were allotted and only open 
land was given. On which he constructed a house and 
sold only tlie house ^mdnot the land. That the Petitioner 
has submitted list of other employees who also sold the 
houses. But no action was taken against them. That he 
sold the house to one Sri Janardhan, who admitted in the 
cross e.xamination during the enquiry that if the Respondent 
Company asked liim lo vacate he would vacate the same. 
Hence, what is the loss that the Company suffered ? That 
it is practically in vogue by most of the employees that 
they construct houses on the land alleged by the Company 
and sell only tlie house whenever need arises. He therefore 
submits that the findings of the enquiry are vague and 
one sided. At any rate the punishment awarded is 
disproportionate to the alleged offence. 

9 It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent tluit the l^etitioner has filed W.P. No. 16439 of 
1995 before the Hon'ble High Court to declare the dismissal 
proceedings dated 4-7-95 as arbitrary and illegal. The 
Hon'ble High Court by its order dated 17-8-99 dismissed 
the W.P. directing the Petitioner to pursue the alternative 
remedy available under the 1. D. Act. That he was 
chargesheeted for illegal occupation and selling of 
Compaiu s land at K. K. Nagarand TarakaramaNagarof 
Sector-Ill of Godavarikhani. That the Petitioner has no 
right to alienate the aforesaid house and he has to surrender 
the house to the Company on superannuation. The 
allegat ion that tlie other also resorting to the same practice 
is not correct. Leave alone the flat that has been allotted 
to him on which he constructed a house and sold to 
Janardhan he also had occupied Company’s land in the 
middle of 8-lncline colony, later on called as Tarakarama 


Nagar and sold one to Sri Takur Naresh Sing^, tea and 
snacks vendor and second house to Sri Are Madanaiah, 
Ex-coal filler. So even if it is taken for granted that the 
selling of his houses was in practice in vogue that he sold 
the houses aiul Janardhan agreed during the enquiry in 
the cross examination that he is willing to surrender the 
house whiat is the explanation f or occupying iHegally 
Company’s land constructing houses on thore and selling 
the bouses. As such he cannot be treated leniently. 
Further, this Hon’ble Tribunal has held that the domestic 
enquiry is. validly conducted by its order dated 
7-1-2003. Therefore, he prays that the Petitioner is not 
entitl^for any relief. 

9. It may be noted that he has admitted during the 
enquiry that the land was occupied by him illegally at 8th 
incline along with 200 persons Company’s employees and . 
without {x>nipany’s permission. He constructed houses 
and sold cme for Rs. 15,500/- and another at Rs.40,000/-. 
Now, as stated siqna it would have beoi a different matter 
had he sold the houses constnicted on the plot allotted to 
him only, but here he has constnicted two houses on the 
illegally occiq)ied land. May be along with 200 others. 
Even if that be true his offence is not in any 
way mitigated. Being an employee from the year 1978 he 
should l«ve done better. 1 am of the opinion that any 
sympathy revoked under Sec. 11A woidd be a nu^laced 
sympathy. Hoicc, I hold that the action of the General 
Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Co, Ltd., Bhiqwlpalli 
Division, Wanmgal District in dismissing Sri Kapu 
Komataiah, Coal Cutter, worked in GDK-8 inc. previously 
under Rmnagundam-IVDivn. with effect from 4-7-95 is 
legal and justified. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 22nd day of August, 2003. 

E. ISMAIL, Presicting Officer 
/^pendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 

Petitioner: the Re^ondent: 

NIL - NIL 

Ihicuments mailed for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respendmit 
NIL 
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cETo 3270.—1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ 17 % 
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% 3T3^«r fw %=?v^ WFR 

'^m 35/2002) ^ ira^if^ 

^R?ft t, ^ ^^TTSFTC^ 4-11-2003 ^W^3TT«n I 

[U T5^o-22012/8/2001-3n^ afm(4l^-II)] 

■^oT^o %?r^, '*if^«hiO 

New Delhi, the 4th November, 2003 ^ 

S.0.3270 : In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby publishes the Award Ref, 3 5/2002 of the 
Cent. Govt. In^. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad 
as shown in the Annexure, in the indushial dispute be¬ 
tween the management of SCCL, and their workmen, re¬ 
ceived by the Central Government on 04-11 -2003. 

[No. L-22012/8/2001-IR (CM-II)] 

N. P. KES A VAN, Desk Officer 

ANMEXUBE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT ATHYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

ShriE. ISMAIL 
Presiding Officer 

Dmed the 20th day of August, 2003 
mDUSTRIAL DILUTE Na35/20e2 
BETWEE^i: 


SCffiaXJLE I 

“Whether the action of the managmnent of M/sj 

Singareni CoUieiies Co.Ltd., Kothagudejm Area ill ; 

denying to place S/Sh.B . Appara, .M. Ba^ Reddy!; 

S. Nan^aiah, G. R^aiah, B. Narasaiafa, E Rajaniiii 

Krishna and D. Satyanannyana, Goiersdilvhkzdoo^. 

Kot^dem«Area in Clerical Or. Ill is legal an^ 

justified? If not, whm relief they are entided to?” | 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as LDi 
No. 35/2002 and notices issued to tiy^aities. ' f 

2. Inspite of several adjoBmmeins ^ven fron 
26-3-2003 for enquiry, for eight adjournments includini 
20-8-2003 the petitions have not tumed-outf Inspite c» 
nunlier of adjournments petitionas have failedito producf 
any ^idence insiqiportof their claim. Theretis nothinf 
on record to siqiport their case. Therefore, the reference in 
ordered against the petitioners and it is held that thi 
petitioners are not entkled for any rdief. I' 

Accordingly a ‘ NiP Award is passed, Tridisrmt. 

13ict2dedtodl«m. lC Phani(^3^ Perscm^ AsaslaMj 
transcribed by h^' corrected and prcmmmced by me ^ 
this the 20th day of August, 2003. * ■ 

E. ISMAa.,Rresidb^ Office^ 

AppoMtixofevidrace ^ 


Witnesses examined forthe 
Petitioner: 


Witnei»;es examined fpf 
tile Reqiondeut: 


The General Secretary, 

Coal Mines Employees Union (HMKP), 

H.O. Ramavaram, Punjabgadda, ^ 

Kothagudem. Khammam District. ... Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Singarmii CoHiGies Co. Ltd, 

Kothagudem Area, 

RudramjjiirCPost) 

Khammam District .. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

Forthe Pethiemer : M/sC.NiianjanRao,K Gmu 

Priya, B. Bapu Rao & P. 
Srinivas Kumar, Advocates 

For tile Respondent : M/s J. Partha Sarathi & A. 

Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 


The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
order No. L-220l2/8/200l-IR(CM.II) dated 28-12-2001 
referred the following dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of 
the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between 
the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd. and 
their workman. The reference is. 


m. bE- > 1 

i 

Docamantsmaiiced for die Petitions* j 

NIL 1 ' 

Decum^its maited for foe Respi^ort | 

NIL 

3 2003 ‘ 

mo 3271.—194^ 
(1948 ^ 34 ) ^ MTtl-1 ^ ■3W0-( 3 ) ^ 

^ ^ qdvtfitif 01 1003 ^ air 

3*in 

4 (44 ^45 

S3fri6 [«fRl-76^Wim(l) ^<ira-77, 7a, 79 3?k8|l 

* * 01 ( 3 ^ % 

TiFT-^o hhm 4<T rT«n Tngqr % rrsm 

[^O q?To-380*13/39/03-trH.qH.-I)[! 
%o "Hjo 
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New Delhi, the 3rd November, 2003 

S. O. 3271.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act. 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st December,2003 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter V and VI (except Sub-section (i) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have alreatfy been brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Tamil Nadu namely:— 

“Areas comprising the Revenue Villages of 

T. Managaseii of SrivilUputhur Taluk and Salvarpatti 

of Sivakasi Taluk in Virudhunagar District”. 

[No. S-38013/39/2003-SS.I] 
K.C. JAIN, Director 
^ feft, 5 2003 

3iro 3272.— t 

^ fqqic; 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ 

% Trilvirff % 

■^STTTT I 

3TcT: 31^, 1947 (1947 ^ 

14) ^ qnr 2 % (^) (6) ^ vitoff 

^ ^ srf^lfWT 

% Rui, cicchici ^ '^icriiqf^%'%Tl 

11 

[rio -0710-11017/18/1997-a^o SJRo (xfroT^o)] 
"ito rito "qf^^ 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2003 

S.O. 3272 : Whereas the Central Government is 
satisfied that the public interest required that the services 
in the India Security Press, Nashik Road which is covered 
by item 12 of the First Schedule to the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), should be declared to be a public 
utility serv ice for the purposes of the said Act. 


Part II—&c. 3(ii)] i 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the pot|^ obiiferred 
sid>-dauso(vi) of clause (n) of section 2 Industrial 

Disputes 1947, the Central Goverunpient hereby 
declare with mimediate effect the said industry to be a 
piddic utilify aiirvice for the purposes of die said Act for a 
period c^six months. ^ 

[No.S-11017/18/97-IR(PL)] 
J.P. PATI, JtSecy. 

# 14 2003' 

air» 3273»—i948 
(1948 mr 34) ^ ^ -mritro-f 3) ^ 

iiq>f 01 2003 

tnfrisr % ^ f, orftiPrim % 

ot«n«r-4 (44Ti45>nfo^i^m'#-q5^#T^ 

(1) oftt «iro-77, 78, 79 
81 ^ ^ 

T^«r •*pr % 

'»i’n 4 n I 

[Tto 38013/40/03^T^ot^?To-I) ] 

■ « - %o "^o 

NewDdhi, the 14th November, 2003 

S.0.3273 ; In exercise of the powers confoned bjy 
Sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the pmploye^’ State 
Insurai^ Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Centr^ (joyeriiment 
hereby ai^ints the 1st December, 2003 as the date on 
Mdiich the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have alreatty been brought into force) and 
Chapter V and VI (except Sub-seetkm (i) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have alreaa^bera brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Uttaranchal namely 

“Areas comprising the revenue villages of Dhalwala 
and Tapovan in Pargana & Tehsil-Narendra Nagar, 
in the District of Tehri Garhwal. ” 

[No. S-38013/40/2003-SS-I] 
K.C. JAIN,Director" 
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